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substantially reduce the cultural resource impacts associated with the project as identified in
Section 5.8. Impacts would be significant but mitigable. :

10.3 REDUCED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
21-STORY

As indicated earlier, this alternative would be achieved by removing stories from the proposed
buildings to result in 21-story buildings for Towers B and C and 18-story buildings for Towers A
and D. Based on this assumption, the number of units would be reduced to a maximum of 408
units. This alternative would constst of 988,960 square feet and have 1,012 parking spaces. The
basic design elements of the project would remain the same with the 21-story alternative.
Townhomes would remain around the base of the buildings. Access to the site would remain in
the same location and parking would be located underground in quantities sufficient to support
the residential development pursuant to City requirements. A pedestrian bridge would be
constructed across La Jolla Village Drive. The offsite sewer improvement would also be part of
this project. Implementation of this alternative would still require amendments to the University
Community Plan and Costa Verde Specific Plan to accommodate the proposed residential use
rather than the current visitor-serving commercial. The 21-story alternative was chosen as an
alternative to reflect the La Jolla Village Towers development, which is a 21-story senior
housing building, also located within the Costa Verde Specific Plan area.

Based on the following discussion, the 21-story alternative would be the environmentally- .
preferred alternative in addition to the No Project: Community Plan alternative. Most notably,
the 21-story alternative would eliminate the significant unmitigable neighborhood character
impact and reduce the traffic, impact. The reduced height would eliminate the significant long-
range visual impact of the taller buildings of the project. The reduction in the number of
residential units would reduce the amount of trips added to the local roadways.

10.3.1. TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

KHA evaluated the traffic impacts associated with this alternative, as shown the February 15,
2006 addendum to Appendix D. The analysis of this alternative is compared to the analysis of
800 residential units, as described in the traffic addendum dated August 3, 2005, which found
less significant impacts than the 1,084 unit project. Therefore, the impacts discussed below
cannot be compared to the 1,084 unit analysis provided in Section 5.4-2.

As with the project, the 21-story alternative would have significant traffic impacts in the near-
_term and long-term but mitigable impacts to intersections and significant but not mitigable
1mpacts to freeway ramp meters. Although the reduced residential use would result in 2,448~
ADT, which is less than the project, any additional trips over 1,500 ADT (see Section 10.4-3) to
the existing system would be enough to cause impacts in the near-term and long-term. Impacts
1o intersections and {reeway ramps are discussed below.
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- Intersections / . .

The 21-story Alternative would eliminate the significant impacts at three of the four intersections
impacted by the project in the long-term condition. The following intersection 1mpacted by the
project would not be impacted by the 21-story Alternative:

+ LaJolla Village Drive/Regents Road (LOS E, AM peak hour);

* LaJolla Village Drive/Genesee Avenue (LOS F, AM peak hour AND LOS E PM peak
hour); and

o FEsplande Court/Private Drive A (LOS F, AM and PM peak hour).

The following intersection would still operate at unacceptable levels with the 21-story
" Alternative and have a significant impact:

* Genesee Avenue/Esplanade Court (LOS E, PM peak hour).

As with the project, intersection impacts would be mitigated to below a level of significance.

Freewav Ramp Meters

The 21-story Alternative would eliminate significant impacts at two of the three ramps impacted
by the project in the long-term condition. The following ramp meters impacted by the project
would not be impacted by the 21-story Alternative:

s [-5/Nobel Drive WB to SB (AM peak hour); and
¢ 1-805/Nobel Drive EB to SB (AM peak hour).

The impact on the following freeway ramp would still remain significant with the 21-story
Alternative:

& ]-5/La Jolla Village Drive WB to NB (AM peak hour).

As with the project, mitigation would reduce impacts, but not to below a level of signiﬁcahce.
Therefore, impacts would be significant and not mitigable.

10.3.2 NOISE

As with the project, traffic noise from La Jolla Village Drive and Genesee Avenue would exceed
levels considered acceptable for residential units facing these roadways. However, this
alternative would also be subject to Title 24 and must be constructed with elements such as dual
panel windows and ventilation systems to ensure that an interior noise level of 45 dB(A) or less
is achieved. Therefore, acceptable interior noise levels would be accomplished through
architectural design and compliance with Title 24. Aircraft noise levels would not be a problem
as the’ property lies outside the 60 CNEL contour for Miramar MCAS.
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10.3.3 VISUAL EFFECTS/NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

As discussed above, the 21-story alternative would have the same footprint as the project, but
would be a maximum of 21 stories high as opposed to 33 to 42 stories high for the project (see

- Figures 10.2-1, 10.2-2, 10.2-3, and 10.2-4). This alternative would be similar in height to the

swrrounding office and residential buildings (Figures 10.3-1 and 10.3-2). Therefore, unlike the
project, the bulk and scale would be consistent with the surrounding area; and an impact on
neighborhood character would not occur as a result of building height.

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would include the offsite sewer improvement.
As the retaining wall and manufactured fill options (Option 2B(1) and (2)) would be in stark
contrast to the surrounding open space, significant impacts to neighborhood character would
occur if these options are selected. Mitigation would reduce impacts, but not to below a level of
significance. Therefore, impacts would remain significant and not mitigable.

As with the project, this alternative would not block public views nor would it adversely affect
public viewsheds. Thus, the 21-story alternative would not impact the visual character of the
surrounding area.

10.3.4 PUBLIC SERVICES

As indicated in Section 5.3, the project would have a significant impact with respect to solid
waste disposal. Thus, the public service impact discussion for the Community Plan alternative is
focused on this service.

Solid Waste Disposal

Since the City ESD considers waste generation for projects with greater than 50 residential units
as significant, like the project, the 21-story alternative would result in significant cumulative
impacts on the Miramar Landfill capacity, however, this impact would be less than that of the
project. Preparation of a waste management plan would reduce the project’s direct impact on
solid waste disposal to below a level of significance. As discussed in Section 6.2, cumulative
impacts would remain significant. '

10.3.5 PALEONTOLOGY

As with the project, construction of the 21-story alternative would involve grading, including a
large amount of excavation for the underground parking structure as well as a 10-to 20-foot-deep
trench for the sewer improvement alignment. This alternative could encroach into
paleontological resources of the Scripps Formation and the Lindavista Formation. Although
exact grading quantities are not known for this alternative, it would involve excavation of greater
than 1,000 cy of the Scripps Formation to a depth of greater than 10 feet, and excavation of
greater than 2,000 cy of the Lindavista Formation to a depth of greater than 10 feet.
Additionally, all grading and earthmoving activities within the Genesee Avenue portion of the
alignment from just south of Decoro Street to just north of the railroad tracks may impact
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geologic materials with high potential to yield important paleontological resources. Thus, this
alternative and offsite sewer improvement would have a significant but mitigable impact on
paleontological resources.

10.3.6 WATER QUALITY

As with the project, development of the site with 21-story buildings would be required to
implement short- and long-term BMPs which would be sufficient to preclude significant impacts
on water quality,

10.3.7 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

As with the project, impacts to uplands would occur as a result of the offsite sewer improvements
mitigation. Although city thresholds for wetlands would not be exceeded, state and federal agencies
have a “no-net loss” of wetland policy, therefore permits/agreements with state and federal

regulatory agencies would be required. Significant indirect impacts from night lighting, noise levels -
and edge effects such as invasive species and water quality impacts to wetlands would also occur.
Therefore, mitigation would be required. Impacts to sensitive species including Cooper’s hawk,
coastal California gnatcatcher, southwestern willow flycatcher and least Bell’s vireo would be
potentially significant. Thus, the 21-story altemative would not avoid or substantially reduce the
biological resource impacts associated with the project as identified in Section 5.7.

10.3.8 HISTORICAL RESOURCES | :

As with the project, the portion of the offsite sewer replacement in Rose Canyon would result in
significant direct impacts to CA-SDI-12556 as a result of jacking and boring and construction
activities. All grading and earthmoving activities within the Genesee Avenue portion of the

- alignment from just south of Decoro Street to just north of the railroad tracks may disturb
presently unknown historic resources.  Thus, the 30-story alternative would not avoid or
substantially reduce the cultural resource impacts associated with the project as identified in
Section 5.8. '

10.4 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT
REJECTED

10.4.1 REDUCED HEIGHT/SAME DENSITY ALTERNATIVE

This alternative would retain the same number of residential units as the project while reducing
the height of the buildings to a maxiraum of 28 stories. This alternative was originally
considered as a way to achieve more residential units in the University Community without
requiring the increased building height. As illustrated in Figure 10.4-1, in order to accomplish
this goal, the buildings would be much wider and take up more ground area than the proposed
plan. This alternative would not include attached town homes.
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21-Story Alternative Building Height Comparison (Northeast)
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While this alternative met the basic goals of maximizing residential development, it did not offer
any substantial reductions in environmental impacts beyond the reduction in building height.
Although impacts due to building height would not occur with this alternative, instead this
alternative would result in greater impacts due to bulk and scale. The surrounding community
has tall slender buildings. Some buildings in the community have similar footprints as this
alternative, however, they are only two to three stories tall, not 28 stories as this alternative
would create. The traffic generation rate would be unchanged. Traffic noise and air quality
impacts would be similar. Furthermore, the benefit associated with the reduced building height
would be offset by the increased bulk of the building at the ground level. As indicated in Figure
10.4-1, the majority of the subject property would be occupied by the building footprints. No
views through the project would be afforded from adjacent roads. Only minimal area would be
available for outdoor amenities such as landscape and plaza areas. It would also be difficult to
achieve desirable pedestrian linkage between the pedestrian bridges connecting with the project
site.

Thus, this alternative was rejectéd from further consideration.

10.4.2 ALTERNATIVE SITE

In accordance with Section 15126.6(a), offsite alternatives were considered. The evaluation of
offsite alternatives was based on the ability of offsite locations to meet the basic objectives of the
project. As described in Section 3.1 and above, the primary objective of the project is to provide
additional housing opportunities within the University Community Plan area. Other objectives are
to provide housing to serve students, military, seniors and professionals, develop higher density
residential within an “urban node” of the City of San Diego, construct a planned pedestrian
bridge, and to accommodate pedestrians traveling from the north side of La Jolla Village Drive

- through the project to the Costa Verde and UTC shopping centers. A search of the surrounding
UCP area revealed no vacant land zoned for residential use that was not in some stage of planning
or construction. Due to the proposed magnitude of the buildings, the project could not be
constructed in the coastal zone, which limits building heights to 30 feet. Other areas such as
Clairemont and Mira Mesa were also considered, and although some vacant land exists with the
potential to develop multi-family residential towers, many project objectives would not be achieved
as students would not be served, the pedestrian bridge would not be constructed, and development
would not occur within a defined urban node. Thus, the offsite alternative was rejected.

10.4.3 REDUCED TRAFFIC ALTERNATIVE

In order to avoid the traffic impact of the project, this alternative would involve development of no
more that 1,500 ADT (250 residential units), as discussed in the addendum to Appendix D dated
December 1, 2005, This alternative would reduce offsite impacts to traffic and circulation, air
quality, noise, and aesthetics/neighborhood character/visual quality, and public services. However,
it would not meet the objective to maximize residential development within the Specific Plan area.
Therefore, this alternative was rejected from further consideration. Furthermore, this alternative
would not be financially feasible for the applicant.
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CHAPTER 11.0
MITIGATION MONITORING AND
REPORTING PROGRAM

Section 21081.6 to the State of California Public Resources Code requires a lead or responsible
agency that approves or carries out a project where an environmental impact report (EIR) has
identified significant environmental effects to adopt a “reporting or monitoring program for
adopted or required changes to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects.” The City of
San Diego is the lead agency for the Monte Verde EIR, and therefore is responsible for
implementation of the mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP). An EIR has been
prepared for this project which addresses potential environmental impacts and, where
appropriate, recommends measures to mitigate these impacts. As such, a MMRP is required to
ensure that adopted mitigation measures are implemented.

As Lead Agency for the proposed project under CEQA, the City of San Diego will administer
the MMRP for the following environmental issue areas as identified in the Monte Verde EIR:
traffic and circulation; public facilities and services; paleontology; noise, biological resources;
and historical resources. The mitigation measures identified below include all applicable
measures from the Monte Verde EIR (SCH No. 2003091106; Project No. 6563), revised and
updated as appropriate. This MMRP shall be made a requirement of project approval. All of the
mitigation measures outlined in this MMRP shall be included in the Site Development Permit for
the proposed project.

GENERAL

Prior to the issuance of a Notice to Proceed (NTP) or any permits, including but not limited to,
the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits, the Assistant
Deputy Director (ADD) environmental designee of the City's Land Development Review
Division (LDR) shall verify that the following statement is shown on the grading and/or
construction plans as a note under the heading Environmental Requirements: "MONTE VERDE"
is subject to a Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program and shall conform to the mitigation
conditions as contained in the Environmental Impact Report Number 6563."
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Prior to the issuance of a Notice to Proceed (NTP) or any construction permits, including but not
limited to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits, which
ever is applicable, the owner/permitee shall make arrangements to schedule a preconstruction
meeting (precon meeting) to ensure :mplementation of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP). The meeting shall include the Resident Engineer (RE), Principal Qualified

- Biologist (PQB) biologist, monitoring archaeologist, monitoring paleontologist, and staff from
the City's Mitigation Monitoring Coordination (MMC) Section.

TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

Construction of intersection improvements identified in Table 5.2-19 would reduce project
impacts to below a level of significance. As illustrated in Table 5.2-19, the mitigation required
of the project would be dependent upon the status of Regents Road and Genesee Avenue
Widening. As identified in Table 5.2-19, different improvements would be required if Regents
Road and Genesee Avenue Widening are not completed pursuant to the Community Plan.
Construction of freeway ramp metering improvements or payment to the City identified in Table
5.2-19 would reduce project freeway ramp impacts but would not reduce ramp meter impacts to
below a level of significance.

Mitigation Measure 5.2-1: Prior to the issuance of the first building permit (exclusive of a
building permit to construct a foundation for the parking garage for the first and second towers),
the developer shall construct or otherwise assure, by permit and bond, all intersection
improvements as identified in Table 5.2-19.

Mitigation Measure 5.2-2: Prior to the issuance of the first building permit (exclusive of a
building permit to construct a foundation for the parking garage for the first and second towers), .
the developer shall assure, by permit and bond, construction or a fair share payment for freeway
ramp meter improvements identified in Table 5.2-19.
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- TABLE 5.2-19
Traffic Mitigation Measures

Intersections

La Jolla Village Dr./Regents Rd. L e NAL _ el z

La Jolla Village Dr./Genesee Ave. Add a second WB RT lanc second WB RT lane Add a second WB RT lane Construct
Reconfigure EB approach only | Reconfigure EB approach only | Reconfigure EB approach only | Reconfigure EB  approach

Genesee Ave./Esplanade Ct. to tnclude dual LT lanes and a | to include dual LT lanes and a | to include dual LT lanes and a | oaly to include dual LT lanes | Construct

. separate RT lanc’ separate RT lane® separate RT lane’ and a separate RT lang®

Private Drive A/Esplanade Ct. Construct a roundabout Construct a roundabout Construct a roundabout Construct a roundabout Construct’

Freeway Ramp Meters’

1-805/Nobel Dr. EB to SB Ramp Same mitigation as shown below for the Year 2020

:’:‘51:,1]:; Jolla Village Dr. WB to NB Same mitigation as shown below for the Year 2020

Year 2020

Intersections

La Jolta Village Dr./Regents Rd. Add a WB RT lane Add a WB RT lane h Construct*

La Jolla Village Dr./Genesee Ave. | Add a NB RT lane Add a NB RT lane Add a NB RT fane Add aNB RT lane Construct’
Reconfigure EB approach only | Reconfigure EB approach only | Reconfigure EB approach only | Reconfigure EB  approach

Genesee Ave./Esplanade Ct. to include dual LT lanes and a | to include duval LT lanes and a { to include dual LT fanes and a | only to include dual LT lanes | Construct
separate RT lane’ separate RT lan¢’ separate RT Jane® and a separate RT lane’

Private Drive A/Esplanade Ct. Constrcl a roundabout Construct a roundabout Construct a roundabout Construct a roundabout Construct’

Freeway Ramp Meters®

- Construct a 1,000 foot EB RT | Construct a 1,000 foot EB RT 7 Construct a 1,000 foot EB RT | Construct a 1,000 foot EB RT 2

1-803/Nobel Dr. EB to SB Ramp storage lane aleng Nobel Dr. storage lane along Nobel Dr. storage lane along Nobel Dr. storage lane along Nobel Dr. Construct

I-5/La JoMa Village Dr. WB to NB | Contribute $384,000 towards | Contribute $384.000 towards | Contribute $384,000 towards | Coniripute $384,000 towards 3 oo Share
N . . . . . improvement projects along I- -

Ramp improvement prajects along -5 improvement projects along I-5 improvement projects along I-5 5 Contribution

Source: Kimley Hern, 2006

1 No improvement is required since this intersection was nol sigatficanily impacted by the project.
P Prior to the issuance of the first building permit {(exclusive or a building permit to construct a foundation for the parking garage for the first and second towers), the develeper shall construct or

otherwise assure, by permit and bond each respective improvement.

3 The improvement is considered to be Option 2 as described in Table 12-3 of the approved Monte Verde Traffic Study, December 6, 2004.
4 As indicated in the letter [rom KHA dated February 15, 2006 in Appendix D of the EIR, the freeway ramp mitigation requirements are based on the current proposal to construct 800 units rather

thant the 1,084 units which were originally proposed. Thus, not all of the four ramps originally identified as impacted by the 1,084 units require mitigation.
5 No improvement is required since this intersection did not experience a significant impact in the Without Regents Road scenarios.
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VISUAL EFFECTS/NEIGHBORHOOD
CHARACTER

If the retaining wall option is selected to construct the offsite sewer improvement, the following
mitigation measure would reduce impacts but not to below a level of significance:

Mitigation Measure 5.3-1: The retaining wall shall be constructed out of earth-tone materials
and additional tall-growing vegetation shall be planted on either side of the wall to soften its
appearance, as required by the Conceptual Wetland Revegetation Plan (included in Appendix H).
In addition, the retaining wall for the turn-around area would be earth-tone and plantable, as
required by the Conceptual Wetland Revegetation Plan. All planting materials shall be subject to
approval by DSD and the Park and Recreation Department.

If the manufactured fill option is selected to construct the offsite sewer improvement, the
following mitigation measure would reduce impacts but not to below a level of significance:

Mitigation Measure 5.3-2: The slopes shall be planted with native vegetation including coastal

- sage scrub, as required by the Conceptual Wetland Revegetation Plan (included in Appendix H).
In addition, the retaining wall for the turn-around area would be earth-tone and plantable, as
required by the Conceptual Wetland Revegetation Plan. All planting materials shall be subject to
approval by DSD and the Park and Recreation Department.

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES

The following mitigation measures would reduce the direct impact of the project on local landfill
capacity 10 below a level of significance.

Mitigation Measure 5.4-1: As required by the City of San Diego, the developer shall provide
exterior areas in which to store trash and recyclable materials, in compliance with Municipal
Code 101.2001. '

Mitigation Measure 5.4-2: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall receive
approval from the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) that a Waste Management Plan has been
prepared, approved by the ESD, and implemented for the project. Also prior to the issuance of
the grading permit, the applicant shall submit evidence to the ADD that the final
Demolition/Construction report has been approved by Mitigation Monitoring Coordination
(MMC) and ESD. This report shall summarize the results of implementing the above Waste
Management Plan elements, including: the actual waste generated and diverted from the project,
the waste reduction percentage achieved, and how that goal was achieved, etc.

Mitigation Measure 5.4-3: At least thirty days prior to beginning any work on the site,
demolition and/or grading, for the iraplementation of the MMRP, the Permittee is responsible to
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arrange a'Precon Meeting that shall include: the Construction Manager or Grading Contractor,
MMD, and ESD and the Resident Engineer (RE).

s At the Precon Meeting, the Permittee shall submit three (3) — reduced copies (11 x 17} of the
approved waste management plan, to MMC (2) and ESD (1),

e Prior to the start of demolition, the Permittee/the Construction Manager shall submit a
construction schedule to MMC and ESD.

Mitigation Measure 5.4-4: The Permittee/Construction Manager shall call for inspections by
both MMC and ESD who will periodically visit the construction site to verify implementation of
the waste management plan.

Mitigation Measure 5.4-5: After completion of the MMRP, a final results report shall be
submitted to MMC.

Mitigation Measure 5.4-6: Prior to the issuance of any permit, including but not limited to a
grading or other construction permit, the ADD shall verify that all the requirements of the waste
management plan have been shown and/or noted on the Demolition and/or Grading Plans
(construction documents).

1) Prior to issuance of a demolition permit for the demolition of the existing western ramp of
the Genesee Avenue pedestrian bridge, the permittee shall be responsible to arrange a
preconstruction meeting. This meeting shall be coordinated with MMC to verify that
implementation of the waste management plan shall be performed in compliance with the
plan approved by LDR and the San Diego ESD.

2) The plan (construction documents) shall include the following elements for grading,
construction, and occupancy phases of the project as applicable:

a) Tons of waste anticipated to be generated,

b) Material type of waste to be generated, -

¢) Source separation techniques for waste generated,
d) How materials will be reused onsite,

e) Name and location of recycling, reuse, or landfill facilities where waste will be taken if
not reused onsite. . -

£} A “buy recycled” prdgram,
"g) How the project will aim to reduce the generation of construction/demolition debris,

h) A plan of how waste reduction and recycling goals will be communicated to
subcontractors, and

i} A time line for each of the three main phases of the project as stated above.

3) The plan shall strive for a goal of 50% waste reduction.
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4) The plan shall include specific performance measures to be assessed upon the completion of
the project to measure success in achieving waste minimization goals. The Permitee shall
notify MMC and ESD when:

a) A construction permit is issued.
b) When construction begins.

c) The permittee shall arrange for progress inspections, and a final inspection, as specified
in the plan and shall contact both MMC and ESD to perform these periodic site visits
during construction to inspect the progress of the project’s waste diversion efforts.
Notification shall be sent to: : ‘

MMC Environmental Services Department
Mitigation Monitoring Coordination 9601 Ridgehaven Ct.

9601 Ridgehaven Ct. , Suite 320, MS 1102B

Suite 320, MS 1102B San Diego, CA 92123-1636

San Diego, CA 92123-1636 (858) 492-5010
(619) 980-7122 .

d) When Demolition ends.

5} Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall receive approval from the ADD
that the waste management plan has been prepared, approved, and implemented. Also prior
to the 1ssuange of the grading permit, the applicant shall submit evidence to the ADD that the
final Demolition/Construction report has been approved by MMC and ESD. This report shall
summarize the results of implementing the above Waste Management Plan elements,
including: the actual waste generated and diverted from the project, the waste reduction
percentage achieved, and how that goal was achieved, etc. '

Preconstruction Meeting

1) At least thirty days prior to beginning any work on the site, demolition and/or grading, for the
implementation of the MMRP, the Permittee is responsible to arrange a Preconstruction
Meeting that shall include the: Construction Manager or Grading Contractor; MMC and ESD
and the RE, 1f there is an engineering permat.

2) At the Preconstruction Meeting, the Permitee shall submit 3 reduced copies (11 x 177) of the
approved waste management plan, to MMC (2) and ESD (1).

3) Prior to the start of demolition, the Permittee/Construction Manager shall submit a
construction schedule to MMC and ESD.

During Construction

The Permittee/Construction Manager shall call for inspections by both MMC and ESD who will
periodically visit the construction site to verify implementation of the waste management plan.
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Post Construction

1) After completion of the implementation of the MMRP, a final results report shall be
submitted to MMC to coordinate the review by the ADD and ESD.

2) Prior to final clearance of any demolition permit, issuance of any grading or building permit,
release of the grading bond and/or issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the applicant shall
provide documentation that the ADD of LDR and the ESD, that the waste management plan
has been effectively implemented.

PALEONTOLOGY

Potential impacts to paleontological resources would be reduced to below a level of significance -
through implementation of the following mitigation measure.

Mitigation Measure 5.5-1: The following shall be implemented:

1. Prior to Permit Issuance
A. Land Development Review (LDR) Plan Check
1. Prior to Notice to Proceed (NTP) for any construction permits, including but not
limited to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building
Plans/Permits, but prior to the first preconstruction meeting, whichever is
applicable, the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) Environmental designee shall
verify that the requirements for Paleontological Monitoring have been noted on
the appropriate construction documents,
B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD
1. The applicant shall submit a jetter of verification to Mitigation Monitoring
Coordination (MMC) identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) for the project
and the names of all persons involved in the paleontological monitoring program,
as defined in the City of San Diego Paleontology Guidelines.
2. MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of the PI
and all persons involved in the paleontological monitoring of the project.
3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant shall obtain approval from MMC for any
personnel changes associated with the monitoring program.

11. Prior to Start of Construction
A. Verification of Records Search _

1. The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site specific records search has
been completed. Venfication includes, but is not limited to a copy of a
confirmation letter from San Diego Natural History Museum, other institution or,
if the search was in-house, a letter of verification from the P1I stating that the
search was completed.

2. The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and
probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities.
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B. PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings
1. Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring, the Applicant shall arrange

a Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, Construction Manager (CM) and/or

Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (BI), if

appropriate, and MMC. The qualified paleontologist shall attend any

grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make comments and/or
suggestions concerning the Paleontological Monitoring program with the

Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor.

a. [fthe Pl is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule a
focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or Bl, if appropriate,
prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring.

2. 1dentify Areas to be Monitored

Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the P1 shall submit a

Paleontological Monitoring Exhibit (PME) based on the appropriate construction

documents (reduced to 11x17) to MMC identifying the areas to be monitored

including the delineation of grading/excavation limits. The PME shall be based
on the results of a site specific records search as well as information regarding
existing known soil conditions (native or formation).

3. When Monitoring Will Occur

a. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also submit a construction schedule
to MMC through the RE indicating when and where monitoring will occur.

b. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or
during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program. This
request shall be based on relevant information such as review of final
construction documents which indicate conditions such as depth of excavation
and/or site graded to bedrock, presence or absence of fossil resources, etc.,
which may reduce or increase the potential for resources to be present.

HI.During Construction
A. Monitor Shall be Present During Gradlng/Excavatlon/Trenchmg
1. The monitor shall be present full-time during grading/excavation/trenching
activities as identified on the PME that could result in impacts to formations with
high and moderate resource sensitivity. The Construction Manager is
responsible for notifying the RE, PI, and MMC of changes to any
construction activities.
2.. The monitor shall document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record
(CSVR). The CSVR’s shall be faxed by the CM to the RE the first day of
monitoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly (Notification of Monitoring
Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shall forward copies
to MMC.
The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a
modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as trenching
activities that do not encounter formational soils as previously assumed, and/or
when unique/unusual fossils are encountered, which may reduce or increase the
potential for resources to be present.

(')
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B. Discovery Notification Process

1. Inthe event of a discovery, the Paleontological Monitor shall direct the contractor
to temporarily divert trenching activities in the area of discovery and immediately
notify the RE or BI, as appropriate.

2. The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor is the PI) of the

~ discovery.

3. The PI shall immedjately notify MMC by phone of the discovery, and shall also
submit written documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or email with
photos of the resource in context, if possible.

C. Determination of Significance ‘

1. The PI shall evaluate the significance of the resource.

a. The PI shall immediately notity MMC by phone to discuss significance
determination and shall also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether
additional mitigation is required. The determination of significance for fossil
discoveries shall be at the discretion of the PL

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit a Paleontological Recovery
Program (PRP) and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts to
significant resources must be mitigated before ground disturbing activities in
the area of discovery will be allowed to resume.

c. Ifresource is not significant (e.g., small pieces of broken common shell
fragments or other scattered common fossils) the PI shall notify the RE, or BI
as appropriate, that a non-significant discovery has been made. The
Paleontologist shall continue to monitor the area without notification to MMC

“unless a significant resource is encountered.

d. The PI shall submit a letter to MMC indicating that fossil resources will be
collected, curated, and documented in the Final Monitoring Report. The letter
shall also indicate that no further work is required.

IV.Night Work
A. If night work 1s included in the contract
1. When night work is included in the contract package, the extent and timing shall
be presented and discussed at the precon meeting.
2. The following procedures shall be followed.
a. No Discoveries
In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night work, The PI
shall record the information on the CSVR and submit to MMC via fax by 9am
the following morning, if possible. '
b. Discoveries
All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing
procedures detailed in Sections III - During Construction.
c. Potentially Significant Discoveries
If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made, the
procedures detailed under Section Il - During Construction shall be followed.
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d. The Pl shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8 AM the following moming to
report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section 11I-B, unless other
specific arrangements have been made.

B. If night work becomes necessary during the course of construction
1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or BI, as appropriate, a minimum
of 24 hours before the work is to begin.
2. The RE, or BI, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately.
C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate.

V. Post Construction
A. Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report
1. The P1 shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report {(even if negative)
which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the
Paleontological Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for
review and approval within 90 days following the completion of monitoring,
a. For significant paleontological resources encountered during monitoring, the
Paleontological Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft Monitoring
Report.
b. Recording Sites with the San Diego Natural History Museum
The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate forms) any
significant or potentially significant fossil resources encountered during the
Paleontological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City’s
Paleontological Cuidelines, and submittal of such forms to the San Diego
Natural History Museum with the Final Monitoring Report.
2. MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring.Report to the PI for revision or, for
preparation of the Final Report.
The PI shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval.
MMC shall provide written verification to the PI of the approved report.

5. MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring

Report submittals and approvals.
B. Handling of Fossil Remains

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains collected are
cleaned and catalogued.

2. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains are analyzed to
identify function and chronology as they relate to the geologic history of the area;
that faunal material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are
completed, as appropriate

C. Curation of fossil remains: Deed of Gift and Acceptance Verification

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains associated with the
monitoring for this project are permanently curated with an appropriate
institution.

2. The PI shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution in
the Final Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or BI and MMC.

D. Final Monitoring Report(s)

I
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1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Final Monitoring Report to MMC (even if
negative), within 90 days after notification from MMC that the draft report has
been approved.

2. The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion until receiving a copy of
the approved Final Monitoring Report from MMC which includes the Acceptance
Verification from the curation institution.

NOISE

The following mitigation measure would reduce the noise impacts of the project to below a Jevel
of significance.

Mitigation Measure 5.6-1: Prior to issuance of a building permit, an acoustical study shall be
conducted to determine the appropriate barrier design and height to achieve noise levels below
65 dB(A) CNEL within designated ground level recreation areas illustrated in Figure 5.6-4 of the
EIR. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for any tower containing designated outdoor
open space, an acoustical engineer or equivalent shall confirm to the ADD that the noise
attenuation identified in the acoustical analysis is in place and that it reduces exterior noise levels
to below a level of significance. If it does not, additional noise attenuation measures shall be
implemented to the satisfaction of the ADD to assure exterior noise levels are below 65 dB(A).

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The following mitigation measures would reduce the impact of the offsite sewer improvement on
sensitive habitats to below a level of significance.

Mitigation Measure 5.7-1: Prior to the issuance of the first grading permit for the offsite sewer
improvement, the owner/permitee shall make a contribution to the City’s Habitat Acquisition
Fund to compensate for impacts to Tier I, IT and IIIB upland habitat, based on the mitigation
requirements specified in Tables 5.7-3A or 3B, as applicable. The contribution shall be based on
a fee of $25,000 per acre plus a 10 percent administrative fee.

Mitigation Measure 5.7-2: Prior to the issuance of the first grading permit for the offsite sewer
improvement and/or the first pre-construction meeting, the owner/permittee shall submit
evidence to the ADD of LDR verifying that a qualified biologist has been retained to implement
the biological resources mitigation program as detailed below (see 1 through 4):

1. Prior to the first pre-construction meeting, the applicant shall hire and submit for
approval a letter verifying the qualifications of the biological professional to MMC and
the ADD of LDR. This letter shall identify the Qualified Project Biologist (QPB) and
Qualified Biological Monitor (QBM), where applicable, and the names of all other
persons involved in the implementation of the revegetation/restoration plan and
biological monitoring program, as they are defined in the City of San Diego Biological
Review Process.
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TABLE 5.7-3A
Mitigation Ratios for Upland Vegetation Communities Assuming Applicant
Creates Construction Access from the South

Option 2ZA
Native Grassland 0.00 0.01 1:1 2:1 0.01/0.02
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 0.00 0.06 1:1 1.5:1 0.06/0.09
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 0.2 0.00 1:1 2:1 0.02/0.4
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 0.03 0.00 .1 0.06
Non-native Grassland 0.00 0.02 0.5:1 1:1 0.01/0.02 .
Non-native Grassland 0.28 0.00 0.28/0.42
Option 2A Total 0.33 0.09 7 0.44/0.65°
" Option 2B(1) ,

Native Grassland 0.00 0.01 1:1 21 0.01/0.02
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 0.00 0.06 I:1 1.5:1 0.06/0.09
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 0.02 0.00 1:1 2:1 0.02/0.4
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 0.03 0.00 .1 0.06
Non-native Grassland 0.00 0.02 0.5:1 1:1 0.01/0.02
Non-native Grassland 0.28 0.00 1:1 1.5:1 0.28/0.42

Option 2B(1) Total 0.33 0.09 0.46/0.65°

Option 2B(2}

Native Grassland 0.00 0.01 - 11 2:1 0.01/0.02
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 0.00 0.09 1:1 1.5:1 0.09/0.14
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 0.04 0.00 111 2:1 0.04/0.08
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 0.03 0.00 .17 0.06
Non-native Grassland 0.00 0.02 0.01/0.02
Non-native Grassiand 0.31 0.00 0.31/0.47

Option 2B(2)Total 0.38 0.12 0.52/0.79

First number represents mitigation requirement if all occurs inside the MHPA/Second number represents total if all mitigation occur outside the
MHPA. ‘ .
Includes 0.06 acres required to compensate for impacts to 0.03 acres of Diegan coastal sage serub which was previously restored. This mitigation
1s required 10 oceur within the MHPA.
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TABLE 5.7-3B
Mitigation Ratios for Upland Vegetation Communities Assuming City
Creates Construction Access from the South

Options 2A
Native Grassland 0.00- 0.01 1:1 2:1 0.01/0.02
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 0.00 0.06 1:1 1.5:1 - 0.06/0.09
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 0.02 0.00 1:1 2:1 0.02/0.04
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 0.02 0.00 2:1° 0.04
Non-native Grassland 0.00 0.02 0.5:1 1:1 0.01/0.02
Non-native Grassland 023 0.00 1:1 1.5:1 0.23/0.35
Option 2A Total 0.27 0.09 0.37/0.58
Option 2B(1)
Native Grassland 0.00 0.01 1:1 2:1 0.01/0.02
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 0.00 0.06 1:1 1.5:1 0.06/0.09
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 0.02 0.00 I:1 2:1 0.02/0.04
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 0.02 0.00 2:1° 0.04
Non-native Grassland 0.00 0.02 0.5:1 111 001002
Non-pative Grassland - .23 0.00 i:1 1.5:1 0.23/0.35
Option 2B(1) Total 0.27 0.09 o 0.37/0.58’
Option 2B(2)
Native Grassland 0.00 0.01 1:1 2:1 0.01/0.02
Piegan Coastal Sage Scrub 0.00 0.09 1:1 1.5:1 0.09/0.14
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 0.04 0.00 I:1 2:1 0.04/0.08
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 0.02 0.00 2:17 0.04
Non-native Grassland 0.00 0.02 0.5:1 121 0.01/0.02
Non-native Grassland 0.25 0.00 0.25/0.38
Option 2B(2)Total 0.31 0.12 0.44/0.70*

MHPA.

™

First number represents mitigation requirement if all occurs inside the MHPA/Second number represents total if all mitigation occur outside the

Includes 0.06 acres required to compensate for impacts 10 0.03 acres of Diegan coastal. sage scrub which was previously restored. This mitigation
is required to occur within the MHPA.
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2. At least thirty days prior to the pre-construction meeting, a second letter shall be
submitted to the ADD of LDR which includes the name and contact information of the
Biologist and the names of all persons involved in the biological monitoring of the
project.

3. Atleast thirty days prior 1o the pre-construction meeting, the qualified biologist shall
- verify that any special reports, maps, plans-and time lines, such as but not limited to,
revegetation plans, plant relocation requirements, avian or other wildlife protocol
surveys, impact avoidance areas or other such information has been completed and.

updated. '

4. The QBP shall attend the first preconstruction meeting.

Mitigation Measure 5.7-3: Prior to issuance of the first grading permit for the offsite sewer-
improvement, all wetland areas within or adjacent to the construction areas, as illustrated on
Figures 5.7-2A and B of the EIR, shall be enclosed with orange construction fencing to protect
them from construction activities. A qualified biologist shall inspect all construction fencing
prior to the issuance of the first grading permit and shall monitor construction activities to avoid
unauthorized impacts. :

Mitigation Measure 5.7-4: Prior to issuance of a grading permit for the offsite sewer, a final
wetland revegetation plan shall be approved to the satisfaction of the ADD of LDR in consultation
with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and California Department
of Fish and Game, based on the Draft Conceptual Wetland Revegetation and Monitoring Plan,
included in Appendix H. Wetland compensation shall be accomplished within the Rose Canyon.
Wetland compensation shall be accomplished at an overall ratio of 3:1 for southern cottonwood-
willow riparian forest and 2:1 for southern willow scrub. The ratios may be achieved through a
combination of creation and enhancernent. However, at least 1:1 shall consist of creation. Creation
shall consist of planting species which reflect the impacted wetland type. Enhancement shall
consist of removal of exotics from existing wetlands. Replacement of the existing culvert over the
drainage is expected to adequately compensate for the impact to the disturbed habitat/culvert
jurisdictional habitat type. '

-

The final approved wetland revegetation plan shall include: plant paleite selection, mitigation
bonding, planting guidelines, post-installation maintenance, success criteria and monitoring
requirements.

‘Mitigation Measure 5.7-5: Prior to the issuance of the first grading permit for the offsite sewer
improvement, all disturbed areas within or adjacent to construction areas (upland and wetland),
shall require construction documents to be submitted for verification and review of the
revegetation effort in accordance with the approved biological report to the satisfaction of the
ADD of EAS, Park and Recreation Department, and MSCP staff.

Mitigation Measure 5.7-6: Prior to nitiation of any construction-related grading, the biologist
shall discuss the sensitive nature of the adjacent habitat with the crew and subcontractor. The
limits of grading shall be clearly delineated by a survey crew prior to brushing, clearing or
grading. The limits of grading shall be defined with silt fencing and checked by the biological
monitor before initiation of construction grading. The project biologist shall monitor construction
activities as needed to ensure that construction activities do not encroach into biologically.
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sensitive areas beyond the limits of disturbance as shown on the final construction plans (Exhibit

A).

Mitigation Measure 5.7-7: Prior to the issuance of any authorization to proceed for the offsite
improvement, the ADD of LDR shall ensure that the following measures are included as notes on
the construction plans:

1.

A qualified project biologist shall inspect all construction fencing prior to issuance of the
first grading permit and shall monitor construction activities to avoid unauthorized
impacts.

All staging and storage areas for the offsite sewer improvement shall be located within
the Monte Verde project site, which does not contain sensitive biological resources.

All construction area limits shall be clearly delineated prior to the issuance of the first
grading permit activity with orange construction fencing or silt fencing to ensure that
construction activity remains within the defined construction limits.

The biologist shall provide direction to construction personnel regarding the need to
avoid impacts to adjacent sensitive areas.

Any plants or seeds used as erosion control or revegetation shall be approved by the City
Park and Recreation Department. Plants and seeds shall only contain native species and
shall only be applied under the supervision of the biologist or a landscape architect.

Sewer pipeline construction within 300 feet of any sensitive bio-habitat for endangered or
threatened species shall avoid nesting/breeding seasons, or shall install solid barriers to
fully screen the direct line of sight betweern the construction equipment and the habitat.

All work would be performed during normal daylight working hours with the exception
of the connection to the existing Rose Canyon Trunk Sewer, which would be completed
at a non-peak time, typically between 7pm and 4am. It is expected that the connection to
the existing Rose Canyon Trunk Sewer would take approximately 3 nights and require
minimal lighting, focused within the connection area (Manhole #1, located within the
MHPA), that would be shielded, unidirectional, low-pressure sodium illumination (or

similar) and directed away from the preserve areas using appropriate placement as
shields. ' :

No water used during construction related work shall be allowed 1o be diverted or
drained off-site into the MHPA during and after construction activity, The biologist shall
ensure that the appropriate measures and control devices are used as needed during
construction to deter any drainage toward sensitive habitat.

All construction/grading plans shall be made available to crews in the field showing these
conditions.

10. No exotic or invasive plant species shall be utilized in or adjacent to the MHPA.
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11. Compliance with all City stormwater and drainage standards shall be met to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer and the ADD of LDR.

12. Fencing shall not interfere with wildlife movement through significant MSCP identified
corridors. ‘

The following mitigation measures would reduce the direct impact of the offsite sewer
improvement on sensitive species to below a level of significance.

Mitigation Measure 5.7-8: Prior to the issuance the first grading permit for the offsite sewer
improvement, the City Manager (or appointed designee) shall verify that the Multi-Habitat
Planning Area (MHPA) boundaries and the following project requirements regarding the coastal
California gnatcatcher are shown on the construction plans:

1. A qualified biologist (possessing a valid Endangered Species Act Section 10(a)(1)(a)
recovery permit) shall survey those habitat areas within the MHPA that would be subject
to construction noise levels exceeding 60-dB(A) hourly average for the presence of the
coastal California gnatcatcher. Surveys for the coastal California gnatcatcher shall be
conducted pursuant to the protocol survey guidelines established by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service within the breeding season prior to the commencement of any
construction. If gnatcatchers are present, then the following conditions must be met:

A. Between March 1 and August 15, no clearing, grubbing, or grading of occupied
gnatcatcher habitat shall be permitted. Areas restricted from such activities shall be
staked or fenced under the supervision of a qualified biologist; and

B. Between March 1 and August 15, no construction activities shall occur within any
portion of the site where construction activities would result in noise levels exceeding
60 dB(A) hourly average at the edge of occupied gnatcatcher habitat. An analysis
showing that noise generated by construction activities would not exceed 60 dB(A)
hourly average at the edge of occupied habitat must be completed by a qualified
acoustician (possessing current noise engineer license or registration with monitoring
noise level experience with listed animal species) and approved by the ADD of LDR

" at least two weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities. Prior to the
commencement of construction activities during the breeding season, areas restricted
from such activities shall be staked or fenced under the supervision of a qualified
biologist; or . ‘

C. At least two weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities, under the
direction of a qualified acoustician, noise attenuation measures (e.g., berms, walls)
shall be implemented to ensure that noise levels resulting from construction activities
will not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average at the edge of habitat occupied by the
coastal California gnatcatcher. Concurrent with the commencement of construction
activities and the construction of necessary noise attenuation facilities, noise
monitoring* shall be conducted at the edge of the occupied habitat area to ensure that
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. noise levels do not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average. If the noise attenuation
techniques implemented are determined to be inadequate by the qualified acoustician
or biologist, then the associated construction activities shall cease until such time that

adequate noise attenuation is achieved or until the end of the breeding season (August
16}.

*  Construction noise shall continue to be monitored at least twice weekly on
varying days, or more frequently depending on the construction activity, to verify
that noise levels at the edge of occupied habitat are maintained below 60 dB(A)
hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it already exceeds 60 dB(A) hourly
average. If not, other measures shall be implemented in consultation with the
biologist and the ADD of LDR, as necessary, to reduce noise levels to below 60
dB(A) hourly average or to the ambient noise level, if it already exceeds 60 dB(A)
hourly average. Such measures may include, but are not limited to, limitations on
the placement of construction equipment and the simultaneous use of equipment.

2. 1If coastal California gnatcatchers are not detected during the protocol survey, the
qualified biologist shall submit substantial evidence to the City Manager and applicable
resource agencies which demonstrates whether or not mitigation measures such as noise
walls are necessary between March 1 and August 15 as follows:

A. If this evidence indicates the potential is high for coastal California gnatcatcher to be
. present based on historical records or site conditions, then condition 1 shall be
adhered to as specified above.

B. If this evidence concludes that no impacts to this species-are anticipated, no
mitigation measures would be necessary.

Mitigation Measure 5.7-9: Prior to the issuance of the first grading permit for the offsite sewer
improvement, the ADD of LDR (or appointed designee) shall verify that the following project
requirements regarding the southwestern willow flycatcher are shown on the construction plans:

No clearing, grubbing, grading, or other construction activities shall occur between May | and
September 1, the breeding season of the southwestern willow flycatcher, until the following
requirements have been met to the satisfaction of the ADD of LDR:

1. A qualified biologist (possessing a valid Endangered Species Act Section 10{a)(1)(a)
recovery permit) shall survey those wetland areas that would be subject to construction
noise levels exceeding 60 decibels [dB(A)] hourly average for the presence of the
southwestern willow flycatcher. Surveys for this species shall be conducted pursuant to
the protocol survey guidelines established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service within
the breeding season prior to the commencement of any construction. 1f the southwestern
willow flycatcher 15 present, then the following conditions must be met: :
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A. Between May 1 and September 1, no clearing, grubbing, or grading of occupied
southwestern willow flycatcher habitat shall be permitted. Areas restricted from such
activities shall be staked or fenced under the supervision of a qualified biologist; and

B. Between May 1 and September 1, no construction activities shall occur within any
portion of the site where construction activities would result in noise levels exceeding
60 dB(A} hourly average at the edge of occupied southwestern willow flycatcher
habitat. An-analysis showing that noise generated by construction activities would
not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average at the edge of occupied habitat must be
completed by a qualified acoustician (possessing current noise engineer license or
registration with monitoring noise level experience with listed animal species) and
approved-by the ADD of LDR at least two weeks prior to the commencement of
construction activities. Prior to the commencement of construction activities during
the breeding season, areas restricted from such activities shall be staked or fenced
under the supervision of a qualified biojogist: or

C. At least two weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities, under the
direction of a qualified acoustician, noise attenuation measures (e.g., berms, walls)
shall be implemented to ensure that noise levels resulting from construction activities
will not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average at the edge of habitat occupied by the
southwestern willow flycatcher. Concurrent with the commencement of construction
activities and the construction of necessary noise attenuation facilities, noise
monitoring® shall be conducted at the edge of the occupied habitat area to ensure that
noise levels do not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average. If the noise attenuation
techniques implemented are determined to be inadequate by the qualified acoustician
or biologist, then the associated construction activities shall cease until such time that
adequate noise attenuation is achieved or until the end of the breeding season
(September 1).

*  Construction noise monitoring shall continue to be monitored at least twice
weekly on varying days, or more frequently depending on the construction
activity, to verify that noise levels at the edge of occupied habitat are maintained
below 60 dB(A) hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it already exceeds
60 dB(A) hourly average. If not, other measures shall be implemented in
consultation with the biologist and the ADD of LDR, as necessary, to reduce
noise levels to below 60 dB(A) hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it
already exceeds 60 dB(A) hourly average. Such measures may include, but are
not limited to, limitations on the placement of construction equipment and the
simultaneous use of equipment.

2. If southwestern willow flycatcher are not detected during the protocol survey, the
qualified biologist shall submit substantial evidence to the ADD of LDR and applicable
resource agencies which demonstrates whether or not mitigation measures such as noise
walls are necessary between May 1 and September 1 as follows:
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A. If this evidence indicates the potential is high for southwestern willow flycatcher to
be present based on historical records or site conditions, then condition 1 shall be
adhered to as specified above.

B. If this evidence concludes that no impacts to this species are anticipated, no further
mitigation measures are necessary.

Mitigation Measure 5.7-10: Prior to the issuance of the first grading permit for the offsite sewer
improvement, the ADD OF LDR (or appointed designee) shall verify that the following project
requirements regarding the least Bell’s vireo are shown on the construction plans: -

No clearing, grubbing, grading, or other construction activities shall occur between March 15
and September 15, the breeding season of the least Bell’s vireo, until the following requirements
have been met to the satisfaction of'the ADD of LDR.

1. A qualified biologist (possessing a valid Endangered Species Act Section 10(a)(1)(a)
recovery permit) shall survey those wetland areas that would be subject to construction
noise levels exceeding 60 decibels [dB(A)] hourly average for the presence of the least
Bell’s vireo. Surveys for this species shall be conducted pursuant to the protocol survey
guidelines established by the U.S. Fish-and Wildlife Service within the breeding season
prior to the commencement of any construction. If the least Bell’s vireo is present, then
the following conditions must be met:

A. Between March 15 and September 15, no clearing, grubbing, or grading of occupied
least Bell’s vireo habitat shall be permitted. Areas restricted from such activities shall
be staked or fenced under the supervision of a qualified biologist; and

B. Between March 15 and September 15, no construction activities shall occur within
any portion of the site where construction activities would result in noise levels
exceeding 60 dB(A) hourly average at the edge of occupied least Bell’s vireo habitat.
An analysis showing that noise generated by construction activities would not exceed
60 dB(A) hourly average at the edge of occupied habitat must be completed by a
qualified acoustician (possessing current noise engineer license or registration with
monitoring noise level experience with listed animal species) and approved by the
ADD of LDR at least two weeks prior to the commencement of construction
activities. Prior to the commencement of construction activities during the breeding
season, areas restricted from such activities shall be staked or fenced under the
supervision of a qualified biologist; or ‘

C. Atleast two weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities, under the
direction of a qualified acoustician, noise attenuation measures (e.g., berms, walls)
shall be implemented to ensure that noise levels resulting from construction activities
will not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average at the edge of habitat occupied by the least
Bell’s vireo. Concurrent with the commencement of construction activities and the
construction of necessary noise attenuation facilities, noise monitoring shall be
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conducted at the edge of the occupied habitat area to ensure that noise Jevels do-not
exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average. If the noise attenuation techniques implemented are
determined to be inadequate by the qualified acoustician or biologist, then the
associated construction activities shall cease until such time that adequate noise
attenuation is achieved or until the end of the breeding season (September 15).

*  Construction noise monitoring shall continue to be monitored at least twice
weekly on varying days, or more frequently depending on the construction
activity, to verify that noise levels at the edge of occupied habitat are maintained
below 60 dB(A) hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it already exceeds
60 dB(A) hourly average. If not, other measures shall be implemented in
consultation with the biologist and the ADD of LDR, as necessary, to reduce
noise levels to below 60 dB(A) hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it
already exceeds 60 dB(A) hourly average. Such measures may include, but are
not limited to, limitations on the placement of construction equipment and the
simultaneous use of equipment.

2. Ifleast Bell’s vireo are not detected during the protocol survey, the qualified biologist
shall submit substantial evidence to the ADD of LDR and applicable resource agencies
which demonstrates whether or not mitigation measures such as noise walls are necessary
between March 15 and September 15, as follows: -

A. If this evidence indicates the potential is high for least Bell’s vireo to be present based
on historical records or site conditions, then condition 1 shall be adhered to as
specified above.

B. If this evidence concludes that no impacts to this species are anticipated, no further
mitigation measures are necessary. -

Mitigation Measure 5.7-11: 1f construction for the offsite sewer improvement occurs during the
raptor breeding season (February 1 through September 15), a preconstruction survey shall be .
conducted and no construction shall occur within 300 feet of any identified nest(s) until the
young fledge. Should the biologist determine that raptors are nesting, an appropriate noise buffer
arca shall be established in coordination with EAS staff,

HISTORICAL RESOURCES

The following measures shall be implemented for construction of the offsite sewer replacement.

Mitigation Measure 5.8-1: As a condition of project approval, the applicant is required to
conduct an Archaeological Research Design and Data Recovery Program (ARDDRP) for
archaeological site (CA-SDI-12556). Based on the LDR-approved research design a phased data
recovery program shall be implemented. The data recovery program shall include up to 13
percent of the area to be impacted. The area in which data recovery occurs shall be based on the
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final sewer improvement plans. A qualified archaeologist shall review the final construction
plan and determine the area of potential impact. The ADRP shall be subject to approval by
the ADD Environmental Designee prior to issuance of a grading permit for the offsite
sewer improvement and subsequent wetland revegetation,

An archaeologist shall monitor all grading and earthmoving activities during construction for the
offsite sewer improvement and during wetland revegetation activities within the vicinity of CA-
SDI-12556 and within Genesee Avenue. Should burials/cremations or features be located,
grading and/or earthmoving activities shall be halted for a period of time sufficient to allow for
excavation and removal. Analysis of artifacts and ecofacts recovered during monitoring will also
be included in the final report.

1. Prior to Preconstruction (Precon) Meeting
a. Land Development Review (LDR) Plan Check
(1) Prior to the preconstruction meeting, or issuance of a Notice to Proceed (NTP) or any
permits, including but not limited to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition '
Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits for the offsite sewer improvement, the
Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) Environmental Designee shall verify that the
requirements for the ARCHAEOLOGICAL DATA RECOVERY PROGRAM
(ADRP) have been noted on the appropriate construction documents.

b. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD

(1) Prior to the preconstruction meeting, recordation of the first final map, NTP, and/or-
any permits, including but not limited to, issuance of a Grading Permit, Demolition
Permit or Building Permit for the offsite sewer improvement, the applicant shall
provide a letter of verification to the ADD Environmental Designee stating that a
qualified Archaeologist, as defined in the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines
(HRG), has been retained to implement the ADRP. If applicable, individuals
involved in the archaeological program must have completed the 40-hour
HAZWOPER training with certification documentation. ALL PERSONS
INVOLVED IN THE ADRP AND MONITORING OF THIS PROJECT
SHALL BE APPROVED BY THE ADD ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGNEE
PRIOR TO THE START OF THE PROJECT.

(2) A Native American Monitor, if applicable, shall be present during initial excavatlon/
grading of undisturbed ground in the event that cultural features or human remains
are found and the procedures set forth in Section 2.e shall be implemented.

2. Precon Meeting
a. Qualified Archaeologist Shall Attend Precon Meetings

(1) Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring, the Applicant shall arrange a
Precon Meeting that shall include the Archaeologist, Construction Manager and/or
Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (BI), if appropriate,
and Mitigation Monitoring Coordination (MMC). The qualified Archaeologist shall
attend any grading related Precon Meetings to make comments and/or suggestions
concerning the ADRP with the Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor.
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b.

(2) If the Monitor is not able to attend the Precon Meeting, the RE or Bl if appropriate,
will schedule a focused Precon Meeting for MMC, EAS staff, as appropriate,
Monitors, the Construction Manager, and appropriate Contractor’s representatives to
meet and review the job onsite, prior to start of any work that requires monitoring.

Identify Areas involved in ADRP
(1) At the Precon Meeting, the Archaeologist shall submit to MMC a copy of the
site/grading plan (reduced to 11x17) that identifies areas involved in the ADRP, as
well as areas that may require delineation of grading limits.
(2) Prior to the issuance of grading permits or NTP, the area involved in the ADRP shall
. be surveyed, staked and flagged by the qualified archaeologist, as defined above.

When ADRP Will Occur

(1} Prior to the start of work, the Archaeologist shall also submit a construction schedule
to MMC through the RE or Bl, as appropriate, indicating when and where the ADRP
is to begin and shall notify MMC of the start date for work.

ADRP [Implementation

(1) Prior to the issuance of grading permits or NTP, the owner/permittee shall implement
the approved ADRP, satisfactory to the ADD Environmental Designee. The- ADRP
shall include a three-phased excavation program in which the sample size to be
excavated will be determined in consultation with City staff and will vary with the
nature and size of the archaeological site. '

(2) Following the data recovery excavations, the areas to be impacted shall be
mechanically excavated under the direction of the qualified archaeologist to recover
any additional cultural features and/or artifact concentrations using standard
archaeological procedures.

Human Remains
{1) If human remains are discovered, work shall be halted in that area and the following
procedures set forth in the California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State-
Health and Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5) will be taken:
(2) Notification
(a) The Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or BI as appropriate, MMC and
the Principal Investigator (PI), if the Monitor is not qualified as a P1. MMC will
notify the appropriate Senior Planner in the Environmental Analysis Section
(EAS).
(b) The PI shall notify the Medical Examiner, after consultatlon with the RE, elther in
person or via telephone.
(3) Isolate discovery site
(a) Work will be redirected away from the location of the discovery and any nearby
area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent human remains until a
determination can be made by the Medical Examiner, in consultation with the PI,
concerning the provenience of the remains.
(b) The Medical Examiner, in consultation with the PI, shall determine the need for a
field examination to determine the provenience.
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(c) If a field examination is not warranted, the Medical Examiner shall determine,
with input from the PI, if the remains are or are most likely to be of Native
American origin.

(4) If Human Remains are determined to be Native American

(a) The Medical Examiner shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC). By law, ONLY the Medical Examiner can make this call.

(b) The NAHC will contact the PI within 24 hours or sooner after the Medical
Examiner has completed coordination.

{¢) The NAHC will identify the person or persons determined to be the Most Likely
Descendent (MLD) and provide contact information.

(d) The PI will coordinate with the MLD for additional coordination,

(e) Disposition of Native American human remains will be determined between the
MLD and the PI, IF:

i. The NAHC is unable to identify the MLD OR the MLD failed to make a
recommendation within 24 hours after being notified by the Commission; OR

1. The landowner or authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the
MLD and mediation in accordance with PRC 5097.94 (k) by the NAHC fails
to provide measures acceptable to the landowner, the landowner or their
authorized representative shall re-inter the human remains and all associated
grave goods with appropriate dignity, on the property in a location not subject
to subsurface disturbance. Information on this process will be provided to the
NAHC.

(5) If Human Remains are NO'T Native American

(a) The PI shall contact the Medical Examiner and notify them of the historic era
context of the burial.

(b) The Medical Examiner will determine the appropriate course of act10n with the PI
and City staff (PRC 5097.98).

(c) 1f the remains are of historic origin, they shall be appropriately removed and

- conveyed to the Museum of Man for analysis. The decision for reinterment of the
human remains shall be made in consultation with MMC, EAS, the landowner,
and the Museum of Man.

f. Notification of Completion of ADRP
(1) The Archaeologist shall notify MMC and the RE or Bl, as appropriate, in writing of
the end date of the ADRP.

3. Post Construction :
a. Handling and Curation of Artifacts and Letter of Acceptance

{1) The Archaeologist shall be responsible for ensuring that all cultural remains collected
are cleaned, catalogued and permanently curated with an appropriate institution; that
a letter of acceptance from the curation institution has been submitted to MMC; that
all artifacts are analyzed to identify function and chronology as they relate to the
history of the area; that faunal material is identified as to species; and that specialty
studies are completed, as appropriate.

(2) Curation of artifacts associated with the survey, testing and/or data recovery for this
project shall be completed in consultation with LDR and the Native American
representative, as applicable.
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b. Final Results Reports (Monitoring and Research Design And Data Recovery Program)
(1) Prior to the release of the grading bond, two copies of the Final Results Report (even
if negative) and/or evaluation report, if applicable, which describes the results,
analysis and conclusions of the ADRP (with appropriate graphics) shall be submitted
to MMC for approval by the ADD Environmental Designee.
(2) MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of the Final Results chort

¢. Recording Sites with State of California Departiment of Park and Recreation
(1) The Archaeologist shall be responsible for updating the appropriate State of
California Department of Park and Recreation forms-DPR 523 A/B associated with
the ADRP in accordance with the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines, and
submittal of such forms to the South Coastal Information Center with the Final
Results Report.

d. Handling and curation of artifacts and Letter of Acceptance

(1} The archaeologist shall be responsibie for ensuring that all cultural materiats and
associated records collected during the initial archaeological survey and evaluation
phase, implementation of the ADRP, or as a result of construction related excavation
are cleaned, catalogued and permanently curated with an appropriate institution; that
a letter of acceptance from the curation institution is submitted to MMC; that all
artifacts are analyzed to identify function and chronology, as they relate to the history
of the area, and to allow a comparison with previous nearby studies; that faunal
material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are completed, as
appropriate, including obsidian hydration and sourcing analysis, protem residue
studies and radiocarbon dating.

(2) Curation of artifacts associated with this program shall be completed in consultation
with LDR and the Native American representative, as appropriate.

e. On completion of the ADRP and prior to issuance of grading permits, the qualified
archaeologist shall attend a second preconstruction meeting to make comments and/or
suggestions concerning the proposed grading process.

Mitigation Measure 5.8-2: The {ollowing Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for
archaeological resources shall also be implemented for the offsite sewer replacement and
wetland revegetation.

I. Prior to Permit Issuance
A. Land Development Review (LDR) Plan Check
1. Prior to Notice to Proceed (NTP) for any construction permits, including but not

limited to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building
Plans/Permits, but prior to the first preconstruction meeting, whichever is
applicable, the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) Environmental designee shall
verify that the requirements for Archacological Monitoring and Native American
monitoring, if applicable, have been noted on the appropriate construction
documents,

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD
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1.

The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to Mitigation Monitoring
Coordination (MMC) identifying the Principal Investigator (P1) for the project
and the names of all persons involved in the archaeological monitoring program,
as defined in the City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines (HRG). If
applicable, individuals involved in the archaeological monitoring program must
have completed the 40-hour HAZWOPER training with certification
documentation. :

2. MMC will provide a letter to the applicaht confirming the qualifications of the PI
and all persons involved in the archaeological monitoring of the project.
3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant must obtain approval from MMC for any
personnel changes associated with the monitoring program.
II. Prior to Start of Construction

A. Verification of Records Search

1.

2.

3.

The P! shall provide verification fo MMC that a site specific records search (1/4
mile radius) has been completed. Verification includes, but is not limited to a
copy of a confirmation letter from South Coast Information Center, or, if the
search was in-house, a letter of verification from the PI stating that the search was
completed.

The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and
probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities.

The PT may submit a detailed letter to MMC requesting a reduction to the ¥ mile
radius.

B. PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings

1.

o2

3.

Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring, the Applicant shall arrange
a Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, Construction Manager (CM) and/or
Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (Bl), if
appropriate, and MMC. The qualified Archaeologist shall attend any
grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make comments and/or
suggestions concerning the Archaeological Monitoring program with the
Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor.

a. If the PIis unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule a
focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or BI, if appropriate,
prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring.

Identify Areas to be Monitored

a. Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the PI shall submit an
Archaeological Monitoring Exhibit (AME) based on the appropriate '
construction documents (reduced to 11x17) to MMC identifying the areas to
be monitored including the delineation of grading/excavation limits.”

b. The AME shall be based on the results of a site specific records search as well
as information regarding existing known soil conditions (native or formation).

When Monitoring Will Occur

a. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also submit a construction schedule

- to MMC through the RE indicating when and where monitoring will occur.
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b. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or .
during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program. This
request shall be based on relevant information such as review of final
construction documents which indicate site conditions such as depth of
excavation and/or site graded to bedrock, etc., which may reduce or increase
the potential for resources to be present,

11I.  During Construction
A. Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching

1. The monitor shall be present full-time during grading/excavation/trenching
activities which could result in impacts to archaeological resources as identified
on the AME. The Construction Manager is responsible for notifying the RE,
PI, and MMC of changes to any construction activities.

2. The momnitor shall document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record
(CSVR). The CSVR’s shall be faxed by the CM to the RE the first day of
monitoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly (Notification of Monitoring
Completion}, and in the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shall forward copies
to MMC.

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a
modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as modern
disturbance post-dating the previous grading/trenching activities, presence of
fossil formations, or when native soils are encountered may reduce or increase the
potential for resources to be present. ‘

B. Discovery Notification Process

1. In the event of a discovery, the Archaeological Monitor shall direct the contractor
to temporarily divert trenching activities in the area of d1scovery and immediately
notify the RE or BI, as appropriate.

2. The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor is the PI) of the
discovery.

3. 'The P1 shall immediately notify MMC by phone of the discovery, and shall also
submit written documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or email with
photos of the resource in context, if possible.

C. Determination of Significance

1. The PI and Native American representative, if applicable, shall evaluate the

- significance of the resource. If Human Remains are involved, follow protocol in
Section 1V below. ‘

a. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance
determination and shall also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether
additional mittgation is required.

b. If the resource 1s significant, the PI shall submit an Archaeological Data
Recovery Program (ADRP) and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts
to significant resources must be mitigated before ground disturbing activities
in the area of discovery will be allowed to resume.

c. Ifresource is not significant, the PI shall submit a letter to MMC indicating
that artifacts will be collected, curated, and documented in the Final
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®

Monitoring Report. The letter shall also indicate that that no further work is
required. :
D. Pipeline Discovery

1. If the resources is significant, the PI shall submit an Archaeological Data
Recovery Program (ADRP) and obtain written approval of the program from
MMC, CM and RE. ADRP and any mitigation must be approved by MMC, RE
and/or CM before ground disturbing activities in the area of discovery will be
allowed to resume.

a. Note: For pipeline trenching projects only, the PI shall implement the
Discovery Process for Pipeline Trenching projects identified below under
“D*.

2. 1f resource is not significant, the PI shall submit a letter to MMC indicating that
artifacts will be collected, curated, and documented in the Final Monitoring
Report. The letter shall also indicate that no further work 1s required.

a. Note: For Pipeline Trenching Projects Only. If the deposit is limited in size,
both in length and depth; the information value is limited and is not associated
with any other resource; and there are no unique features/artifacts associated
with the deposit, the discovery should be considered not significant.

b. Note, for Pipeline Trenching Projects Only: If significance can not be
determined, the Final Monitoring “Report and Site Record (DPR Form
523 A/B) shall identify the discovery as Potentially Significant.

Discovery of Human Remains

If human remains are discovered, work shall halt in that area and the following
procedures set forth in the California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State
Health and Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5) shall be undertaken:

A. Notification

1. Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or Bl as appropriate, MMC, and the
P1, if the Monitor is not qualified as a PI. MMC will notify the appropriate Senior
Planner in the Environmental Analysis Section (EAS).

2. The PI shall notify the Medical Examiner after consultation with the RE, either in
person or via telephone.

B. Isolate discovery site )

1. Work shall be directed away from the location of the discovery and any nearby
area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent human remains until a
determination can be made by the Medical Examiner in consultation with the PI
concerning the provenience of the remains.

2. The Medical Examiner, in consultation with the PI, shall determine the need for a
field examination to determine the provenience.

3. If a field examination is not warranted, the Medical Examiner shall determine
with input from the Pl, if the remains are or are most likely to be of Native
American origin. : :

C. If Human Remains ARE determined to be Native American

1. The Medical Examiner shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission

(NAHC). By law, ONLY the Medical Examiner can make this call.
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2.

The NAHC shall contact the PI within 24 hours or sooner, after Medical

Examiner has completed coordination.

NAHC shall identify the person or persons determined to be the Most Likely

Descendent (MLD) and provide contact information.

The PI shall coordinate with the MLD for additional consultation.

Disposition of Native American Human Remains shall be determmed between the

MLD and the PI, JF:

a. The NAHC is unable to identify the MLD, OR the MLD failed to make a
recommendation within 24 hours after being notified by the Commission; OR;

b. The landowner or authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the
MLD and mediation in accordance with PRC 5097.94 (k) by the NAHC fails
to provide measures acceptable to the landowner.

D. If Human Remains are NOT Native American

1.
2.

3.

The PI shall contact the Medical Examiner and notify them of the historic era
context of the burial.

The Medical Examiner will determine the appropriate course of action with the PI
and City staff (PRC 5097.98).

If the remains are of historic origin, they shall be appropriately removed and
conveyed to the Museum of Man for analysis. The decision for internment of the
human remains shall be made in consultation with MMC, EAS, the
applicant/landowner and the Museum of Man.

V. Night Work
A. If night work is included in the contract .

1.

2.

When night work is included in the contract package, the extent and timing shall

be presented and discussed at the precon meeting.

The following procedures shall be followed.

a. No Discoveries
In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night work, The PI
shall record the information on the CSVR and submit to MMC via fax by 9am
the following morning, if possible.

b. Discoveries
All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing
procedures detailed in Sections 11 - During Construction, and IV — Discovery
of Human Remains,

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries
[f the Pl determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made, the
procedures detailed under Section 111 - During Construction shall be foilowed.

d. The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8AM the following moming to
report and discuss the findings as indicated in Sectlon [1I-B, unless other
specific arrangements have been made.

B. If night work becomes necessary during the course of construction

1.

2.

The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or BI, as appropriate, a minimum
of 24 hours before the work is to begin.
The RE, or BI, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately.
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C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate.

VI.  Post Construction
A. Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report
1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative)
which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the

Archacological Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for

review and approval within 90 days following the completion of monitoring,

a. For significant archaeological resources encountered during monitoring, the
Archaeological Data Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft
Monitoring Report.

. b. Recording Sites with State of California Department of Parks and Recreation
The Pl shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate State of
California Department of Park and Recreation forms-DPR 3523 A/B) any
significant or potentially significant resources encountered during the
Archaeological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City’s Historical
Resources Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the South Coastal
Information Center with the Final Monitoring Report.

2. MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the P1 for revision or, for
preparation of the Final Report.

3. The PI shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval.

4. MMC shall provide written verification to the PI of the approved report.

5. MMOC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring

Report submittals and approvals.
B. Handling of Artifacts :

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all cultural remains collected are
cleaned and catalogued

2. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts are analyzed to identify
function and chronology as they relate to the history of the area; that faunal
material 1s identified as to species; and that specialty studies are completed, as
appropriate.

C. Curation of artifacts: Accession Agreement and Acceptance Verification

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts associated with the
survey, testing and/or data recovery for this project are permanently curated with
an appropriate institution. This shall be completed in consultation with MMC and
the Native American representative, as applicable.

L 2. The Pl shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution in
the Final Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or BI and MMC.
D. Final Monitoring Report(s)

1. The PI shall submit one copy of the approved Final Monitoring Report to the RE
or Bl as appropniate, and one copy to MMC (even if negative), within 90 days
after notification from MMC that the draft report has been approved.

2. The RE shall, in no case, 1ssue the Notice of Completion until receiving a copy of
the approved Final Monitoring Report from MMC which includes the Acceptance
Verification from the curation institution.
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This Environmental Impact Report was preparéd by the Environmental Analysis Section of the City
of San Diego Land Development Review Division in the Development Services Department (DSD).
The following professional staff participated in its preparation:

City of San Diego

Eileen Lower, LDR-Environmental Analysis Section, DSD

Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen, LDR-Environmental Analysis Section, DSD

Dan Monroe, Long Range Planning Department, DSD
. Peter Chou, LDR-Planning Review, DSD

Hushmand Yazdani, Wastewater Review, DSD

Bobbi Salvim, Wastewater Review, DSD

Ann French Gonsalves, LDR — Transportation, DSD

Bob Medan, Fire Department

Angelee Mullins, Environmental Services Department

Julius Ocen-Odoge, LDR Engineering Review, DSD

James Quinn, LDR-Geology, DSD

Deborah Sharpe, Park and Recreation Department

Jeff Harkness, Park and Recreation Department

Willard Kwan, LDR — Landscaping, DSD

Melvin Tsang, Water Review, DSD

Jeanne Krosch, MSCP — Planning Department, DSD

Paul Kilburg, Park and Recreation Department

Adolfo Aguilar, DSD

Kamran Khaligh, LDR — Transportation, DSD

Jeff Harrington, San Diego Police Department

Sam Oates, Fire Department

Project Design Consultants

M. Bruce Mclntyre, Senior Vice President
Séan Cardenas, Associate
. Melyssa Duggan, Associate Environmental Planner
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Ellery Foster, Environmental Planner
Mike Blackburn, Graphic Artist
Michele Edmonds, Document Specialist

Design Lead

Nozar Ravanbach, AlA; Principal
Siavash Khajezadeh, Principal

GEOCON

John Hoobs, Project Manager
- Shawn Weeden, Geologist

Gallegos and Associates

Dennts Gallegos, Project Managesx

Monica Guerrero, RPA, Project Archacologist
Giroux and Associates

Hans Giroux, President

Glotman-Simpson
Geoffrey Giotman, Managing Principal
Jim Desroches, Principal
Hunsaker & Associates
Dave Hammer, President
Dan Rehm, Manager of Planning
Keyser Marston

Gerald M. Trimble, Managing Principal
Michael Wong, Principal

Kimley-Horn and Associates

Dave Sorenson, PE, Transportation Engineer
Scott Barker, AICP, Transportation Planner
Marc Mizuta, Transportation Engineer
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Merkel and Associates, Inc,

-~ Keith W. Merkel, Principal Consultant
Amanda K. Gonzales, Lead Biologist

Spurlock Poirier

Martin Poirier, Principal
Shannon Bretthorst, Project Manager

The London Group

Garv London, President
‘Nathan Moeder, Director of Research

T.Y. Lin International

Mark Ashley, Senior Vice President
Joe Tognoli, Associate

Dexter Wilson Engineering, Inc.

Stephen Neilson, P.E., Project Engineer
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

The Draft EIR for the Monte Verde project was circulated for public review and comment between August 14, 2006 and September 27, 2006. The
following agencies, organizations, and persons prov1ded written comments on the Draft EIR during public review. A copy of each comment letter

along with corresponding responses is included in a “side by side” format to facilitate review. The specific comments and the corresponding
responses have each been given a numeric reference.

Letter
No.

Author

Address

Date

Representing

Page Number of

FFEDERATLL

P.O. Box 452002
San Diego, CA 92145-2001

T :«,pv»@gym
faZp v‘{xa 'f*’!

Letterx .

September 22, 2006 Umte States
‘ Marme Corps 7 |

PasETs ;_-‘i ;;g ‘55 iy t‘ }ﬁ’ : ,,ww@&;‘“ i, ,f‘mi@nSTATEL :‘Tﬂk T ;-xf’m‘-‘@m@* i ﬁ‘é«'ﬁﬁ‘l_‘ TR 5 .
2. Holmes, Greg 5796 Corporate Avenue August 16, 2006 Cahfomla RTC-15
Cypress, CA 90630 Depattment of
Toxic Substances
' Control
3. Munoz, Rosa PE 320 West 4" Street, Suite 500 September 26, 2006 California Public RTC-20
- Los Angeles, CA 90013 Utilities
' : Commission
4. Orso, Mario H. 4050 Taylor Street, M.S. 240 September 27, 2006 California, RTC-21
San Diego, CA 92110 Department of
Transportation
CALTRANS,
District 11
5. Roberts, Terry 1400 Tenth Street September 28, 2006 California State RTC-24
P.O. Box 3044 Clearing House
Sacramento, CA 95812
6. Singleton, Dave 915 Capitol Mall, Room 364 August 24, 2006 California Native RTC-26
Sacramento, CA 95814 : American
: Heritage
Commission
i st TR R ORGANIZATIONS: £8Pl T A iR gl M e | A
Burrascano, Cmdy P.O. Box 121390 September 11, 2006 Callforma Nat:ve _ RTC 29
San Diego, CA 92112 : | Plant Society
8. Colley, Linda Icolley(@san.rr.com October 11, 2006 UCPG RTC-32

RTC-1
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Letter | _ . Page Number of
No. Author Address Date Representing Letter
9. Royle, James W. Jr. P.O. Box 81106 September 24, 2006 San Diego County RTC-69
San Diego, CA 92138-1106 Archaeological

Soc1ety, Inc.

4 - INDIVIDUALSE L 58

&.," $odg "oty
"&7@‘@1“ L B

“Adaskin, Joan

] September?? 2006

10. 4207 Camino Ticino Self
-San Diego, CA 92122 _

11. | Agan, Sandy 1612 Shields Avenue September 27, 2006 Self
Encinitas, CA 92024

12. | Aizuss, Robert 2957 Briand Avenue September 27, 2006 Self
San Diego, CA 92122

13. | Allemann, Amy 3214 Millikin Avenue September 27, 2600 Self RIC-75

: San Diego, CA 92122 ' _ : 3

14. | Ardeleanu, Marius MD 7948 Playmor Terrace September 27, 2006 Self RTC-76
San Diego, CA 92122 :

15. | Arko, Sally 6053 Carnegie Sireet September 27, 2006 | Self RTC-77
San Diego, CA 92122 |

16. | Baily, Joe Baileyjoseph@lyahoo.com September 27, 2006 Self RTC-79

17. | Barden, Stephane bagshiyuan@hotmail.com September 27, 2006 Self RTC-80

18. | Bartindale, Rose 3191 Carnegie Place September 27, 2006 Self RTC-81

' San Diego, CA 92122

19. | Bassler, Sandy and Jim 3026 Award Row September 27, 2006 Self RTC-82
San Diego, CA 92122

20. | Bean, Allison 3844 Camino Lindo September 27, 2006 Self RTC-83
San Diego, CA 92122

21. | Bender, Karen 2879 Angell Avenue September 27, 2006 Self RTC-84
San Diego, CA 92122 ‘

22. | Bender, Paul pebender{@san.rr.com September 26, 2006 Self RTC-85

23. [ Bendetie, Al 5728 Honors Drive September 27, 2006 Self RTC-86
San Diego, CA 92122 :

24. | Berk, Meryl 5505 Stresemann Street September 26, 2006 Self RTC-87
San Diego, CA 92122

25. | Blattner, Marguerite 7736 Camino Noguera September 27, 2006 Self RTC-88
San Dicgo, CA 92122 :

RTC-2



http://rr.com

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Page Number of

42.

San Diego, CA 92122

L;It;?r Author Address Date Representing Letter

26. | Boals, Mary Anna 7867 Camino Kiosco September 27, 2006 Self RTC-90
San Diego, CA 92122

27. | Bolivar, Kim 4070 Porte de Palmas #13 September 27, 2006 Self RTC-91
San Diego, CA 92122

28. | Bonuefous, Celine 4425 Via Sepulveda September 27, 2006 Self RTC-92
-San Diego, CA 92122

29. | Bowles, Kathy 3142 Carnegie Place September 27, 2006 Self RTC-93
San Diego, CA 92122

30. | Boyle, Pamela 4120 Porte De Merano #79 September 27, 2006 Self RTC-94

' San Diego, CA 92122 -

31. | Breher, Joan and Bill 3295 Welmer Place September 27, 2006 Self RTC-95
San Diego, CA 92122 -

32. | Burch, Hallie 2667 Angell Avenue September 27, 2006 Self RTC-96
San Diego, CA 92122 .

33. | Burch, Peter Dpeterl @san.rr.com September 27, 2006 Self RTC-97

34. | Covalt, Frank 5811 Tulane Street September 26, 2006 Self RTC-98
San Diego, CA 92122 '

35. | Cox, Erma 5062 Mt. Gaywas Drive September 27, 2006 Self RTC-99
San Diego, CA 92117 '

36. | Crevoshay, Fay 6045 Tulane Street September 27, 2006 . | Self - RTC-100
San Diego, CA 92122

37. | Cronin, Ciaran 3176 Bunche Avenue September 27, 2006 Self RTC-101
San Diego, CA 92122

38. | Dang, Elle 3466 Millikin Avenue September 27, 2006 Self RTC-102
San Diego, CA 92122

39. | Day, Dianne 10010 North Torrey Pines Road September 27, 2006 Self RTC-103
La Jolla, CA 92037

40. | de Andrade, Marcio Ph.D. | 3431 Villanova Avenue September 26, 2006 Self RTC-104
San Diego, CA 92122 ‘ ‘

41. | DeMaria-Penlield, 2739 Curie Place September 26, 2006 Self RTC-105

Christine .| San Diego, CA 92122
Desterhaft, Stephen W. 3063 Fried Avenue September 27, 2006 Self .

RTC-106

RTC-3
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L;t;f:r Author Address Date Representing Page Ilje‘i;::)er of
43. | Dougherty, Drew drew(@leadershipdna.com September 27, 2006 Self RTC-107
44. | Duggan, Charlie Faye 5562 Renaissance Avenue September 26, 2006 Self RTC-108

San Diego, CA 92122
45, | Eisen, Jon 3275 Welmer Place September 26, 2006 Self RTC-109
San Diego, CA 92122 ‘
46. | Engel, Margaret 4451 Huggins Street September 27, 2006 Self RTC-110
San Diego, CA 92122
47. | Evans, Alice Pearl 4235 Porte de Palmas #182 September 26, 2006 Self RTC-111
San Diego, CA 92122
48. | Evans, John Lee 5371 Bragg Street September 27, 2006 Self RTC-112
San Diego, CA 92122
49, | Finch, James D. 7874 Camino Glorita | September 27, 2006 Self RTC-113
San Diego, CA 92122 )
50. { Fisher, Lelsey 5353 Blothe Avenue September 27, 2006 Self RTC-114
' San Diego, CA 92122
51. | Floyd, Ronald A, 5640 Lord Cecil Street September 27, 2006 Self RTC-115
San Diego, CA 92122 :
52. | Forgey, Larry and Gail 3577 Wellesly Avenue September 27, 2006 Self RTC-117
San Diego, CA 92122 '
53. | Forman, Jack 4165 Porte de Palimas, #195 September 27, 2006 Self RTC-118
San Diego, CA 92122
54. | Foster, Steve and Susan 3190 Mercer Lane September 27, 2006 Self RTC-119
San Diego, CA 92122 :
55. | Foster, Susan 3190 Mercer Lane September 27, 2006 Self RTC-120
San Diego, CA 92122 ‘
56. | Friedman, Edward efriedman{@msn.com September 26, 2006 Self RTC-121
57. | Fuentes, Leah Martiangirl05@yahoo.com September 26, 2006 | Self RTC-122
58. { Fuhrman, Randy 2645 Gobat Avenue September 27, 2006 Self RTC-123
San Diego, CA 92122
59. | Gator, Wally | boxersbreath@yahoo.com September 27, 2006 Self RTC-125
60. | Geyerman, Cheryl 5520 Soderblom Court September 27, 2006 Self RTC-126
San Diego, CA 92122 ' :
RTC-4
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L;t:"r | Author Address Date Representing Page Ilil:::.l-)er of
61. | Geyerman, Larry 5920 Scripps Street September 26, 2006 Self RTC-127
-~ | San Diego, CA 92122
62. | Giffen, Connie and Allen | 5434 Bothe Avenue September 27, 2006 Seif RTC-128
L San Diego, CA 92122
63. | Grevich, Justin James igrevich@gmail.com September 26, 2006 Self RTC-129
64. | Hale, Nina -5372 Bragg Street September 27, 2006 Self RTC-130
San Diego, CA 92122
65. | Hale, Tom 5372 Bragg Street September 27, 2000 Self RTC-132
San Diego, CA 92122
66. | Halevy, S 6246 Ohm Court September 26, 2006 Self RTC-134
\ San Diego, CA 92122
67. | Hamel, Alan 2933 Gobat Avenue September 27, 2006 Self RTC-135
San Diego, CA 92122
68. | Harris, Christine 3521 Stetson Avenue September 27, 2006 Self RTC-136
San, Diego, CA 92122
69. | Hassler, Brian hasslebc@)juno.com September 27, 2006 Self RTC-137
70. | Hauck Lane and Marilyn | 5346 Bragg Street September 27, 2006 Self RTC-138
Wong Luke, Ahlin San Diego, CA 92122-4102
71. | Heinz, Heather and Sven | 7853 Camino Tranquilo September 27, 2006 Self RTC-139
San Diego, CA 92122
72. | Heinz, Dr. Sven 7853 Camino Tranaquilo September 27, 2006 Self RTC-140
San Diego, CA 92122 ‘
73. | Anonymous September 27, 2006 Self RTC-141
74. | Henshaw, Phil and bhenshaw(@san.rr.com September 27, 2006 Self RTC-142
Barbara : '
75. | Hiatt, Richard 8515 Costa Verde Boulevard, September 26, 2006 Self RTC-143
#1410 '
San Diego, CA 92122
76. | Hom, Greg 6308 Bunche Way September 26, 2006 Self RTC-144
San Diego, CA 92122
77. | Huckabee, Phyllis P.O. Box 22159 Self -

San Diego, CA 92192

September 27, 2006

RTC-145

RTC-5
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L;t:r Author Address Date Representing Page Sel::?:?cr of
78. | Jacobson, Scott 2930 Briand Avenue September 27, 2006 Self RTC-146
San Diego, CA 92122 '
79. | Jessup, Amos amos(@san.Ir.com September 26, 2006 Self RTC-147
80. | Jessup, Daly Jessup(@san.rr.com September 27, 2006 Self - RTC-148
81. ] Jones, Donna D. 501 West Broadway, 19" Floor September 26,2006 | Regency Centers RTC-150
Sheppard, Mullin, Richter | San Diego, CA 92101-3598 ’ (Costa Verde
& Hamilton LLP - . | Shopping Center)
82. | Kacev, Les 3242 Lahitte Ct. September 27, 2006 Self RTC-152
San Diego, CA 92122 : ‘
83. 1 Katzer, David Drdekay2(@aol.com September 27, 2006 Self RTC-153
84. | Keeler, David and Phyliss | dpkeeler@hotmail.com September 27, 2006 Seif RTC-154
85. | Kilma, MaryAnn 5672 Carnegie Street September 26, 2006 Self RTC-155
: San Diego, CA 92122
86. | Koshi, Michael 3928 Camino Calma - September 27, 2006 Self RTC-156
San Diego, CA 92122
87. | Knight, Deborah 6840 Fisk Avenue September 26, 2006 Self RTC-157
San Diego, CA 92122
88. | Kurtz, Linda tkurtz(@san.rr.com : September 27, 2006 Self RTC-164
89. | LaMarche, Jeffrey 8186 Regents Road, Apt. 204 September 27, 2006 Self RTC-165
: ' San Diego, CA 92122
90. | Landau, Judith 5989 Agee Street September 27, 2006 Self RTC-166
' San Diego, CA 92122
91. | Langan, Alisa 2523 Quidde Avenue September 27, 2006 Self RTC-167
San Diego, CA 92122 :
92. | Langan, Patricia 2523 Quidde Avenue September 27, 2006 Self RTC-168
San Diego, CA 92122 :
+ 93. | Langan, Patrick 2523 Quidde Avenue September 27, 2006 Self RTC-169
San Dicgo, CA 92122
94. | Larsen, Richard M 3863 Camino Lindo September 26, 2006 Self - RTC-170
San Diego, CA 92122 | :
95, | Lawrance, Marjorie G. 5917 Agee Street September 26, 2006 Self RTC-171
San Diego, CA 92122 B
RTC-6
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
L;;fr Author Address Date Representing Page Ilfel::::?er of

96. | Leavenworth, Michael 7942 Playmor Terrace September 26, 2006 Self RTC-172
San Diego, CA 92122

97. | Leland, David 8867 Villa La Jolla Drive, Apt. 30 | September 26, 2006 Self RTC-173
La Jolla, CA 92037

98. | Lijphart, Arend 4276 Caminito Terviso September 27, 2006 Self RTC-174
-San Diego, CA 92122-1971 ‘

99. | Lira, Carmen 6188 Agee Street September 27, 2006 Self RTC-175
San Diego, CA 92122 '

100. | Lolly, Michele 3145 Galloway Drive September 27, 2006 Self RTC-176
San Diego, CA 92122

101. | Lynch, David 2620 San Clemente Terrace September 27, 2006 Self RTC-177
San Diego, CA 92122

102. | Martine, Dianne martines(@san.rr.com September 27, 2006 Self RTC-178

103. | Mazur, Chris 767 Bellevue Place - September 27, 2006 Self RTC-179
La Jolla, CA 92037 : :

104. | McDaniel, David and Joni | 3346 Millikin Avenue September 27, 2006 Self RTC-180

' ‘ San Diego, CA 92122 '

105. | McKnight, Mimi 3172 Carnegie Place September 27, 2006 - | Self RTC-181
San Diego, CA 92122 ’ :

106. | Mered, Nora 3942 Camino Calma September 27, 20006 Self RTC-182
San Diego, CA 92122

107. | Miner, Angela 4572 Pauling Avenue September 26, 2006 Self RTC-184
San Diego, CA 92122

108. | Morley, Annie annie{@amorleydesign.com September 27, 2006 Self RTC-185

109. | Morrison, Robert F., PhD [ 6137 Syracuse Way .| September 27, 2006 Self RTC-186
San Diego, CA 92122-3328

110. | Morrison-Velasco, Sharon | 2501 Angell Avenue September 27, 2006 Self RTC-187

Ph.D. San Diego, CA 92122

111. | Norden, Hans 3831 Camino Lindo September 27, 2006 Self RTC-188
San Diego, CA 92122 ,

112. | Norkus, Dorothy A. 8076 Camino Huerta September 26, 2006 Self - RTC-189

San Diego, CA 92122

RTC-7
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

L;Itfr Author Address Date Representing Page E;::?cr of
113. | Olivera, Martin 3707 Millikin Avenue September 27, 2006 Seif RTC-190
San Diego, CA 92122
114. | Orr, Carol Corrl(@san.tr.com September 27, 2006 Self RTC-191 -
115. | Pak, Maria 3105 Ducommun Avenue September 27, 2006 Self RTC-192
San Diego, CA 92122 . '
116. | Parks, Dr. Paul B. ‘4126 Camino Ticino September 27, 2006 Self RTC-193
San Diego, CA 92122
117. | Pashier, Hal 3521 Stetson Avenue September 27, 2006 Self RTC-194
San Diego, CA 92122
118. | Patierson, Noah 4095 Rosenda Court, Unit 252 September 26, 2006 Self RTC-195
San Diegg, CA 92122 :
119. | Petrie, Thomas W. 7934 Caminito Dia, #1 September 27, 2006 Self RTC-196
: -| San Diego, CA 92122
120. | Piercy, Susan spiercyfzisbeglobal.net September 27, 2006 Self RTC-198
121. | Pippen, Nacilee Nancy.m.pippen(@saic.com September 27, 2006 Self RTC-199
122. | Ramos, Khara 8186 Regents Road, Apt. 204 September 27, 2006 Self RTC-200
: San Diego, CA 92122
123. | Reardon, Ellen Emreardonl@yahoo.com September 27, 2006 Self RTC-201
124. | Reiger, Ed ereiger@san.rr.com September 26, 2006 Self RTC-202
125. | Remillard, Tom 3255 Millikin Avenue September 26, 2006 Self RTC-203
San Diego, CA 92122
126. | Riffenburgh, Gerrye 3009 Award Row September 27, 2006 Self RTC-204
San Diego, CA 92122
127. | Riffenburgh, Robert 3069 Award Row September 27, 2006 Self RTC-206
San Diego, CA 92122
128. | Rose, Dave 4155 Porte de Merano, Unit 123 September 26, 2006 Self RTC-207
San Diego, CA 92122
129. | Rosenber, M.C ceceptri@hotmail.com September 27, 2006 Self RTC-208
130. | Salim2nd(@aol.com Salim2nd(@@aol.com September 27, 2006 Self RTC-209
131. | Sakaria, David dsarkaria(@sempra.com September 27, 2006 Self RTC-211
132. | Sathyadev; Allan 2545 San Clemente Terrace September 26, 2006 Self RTC-212 -
San Diego, CA 92122 :
RTC-8
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
L;It;f’r Author Address Date Representing Page E;:I:ll?er of
133. | Saxon, Fred P.0O. Box 22453 September 27, 2006 Self RTC-213
San Diego, CA 92912 ‘
134. | Schmeding, Ellen 2625 Curie Place September 27, 2006 Self RTC-214
San Diego, CA 92122
135. | Scully, Kathleen 5503 Dalen Avenue September 27, 2006 Self RTC-215
-San Diego, CA 92122
136, | Seiler, Chris airotay(@hotmail.com September 27, 2006 Self RTC-210
137. | Shtein, Debbie 3390 Wellesly Avenue September 26, 2006 Self RTC-217
. San Diego, CA 92122
138. | Sibley, Peter 2951 Curie Street September 26, 2006 Self RTC-218
I San Diego, CA 92123
139. | Sickels, Betsy 3173 Occidental Street September 27, 2006 Self RTC-219
San Diego, CA- 92122 N : ‘
140. | Sickels, Bob 3173 Occidental Street September 27, 2006 Self RTC-220
San Diego, CA 92122 '
141. | Steinberg, Pamcla 4185 Porte de Merano, #155 September 27, 2006 Self RTC-221
: San Diego, CA 92122 :
142. | Streichler, Jerry 4007 Porte de Palmas, #66 September 27, 2006 Self RTC-223
San Diego, CA 92122
143. | Swanson, Lee .5520 Soderblom Court September 27, 2006 Self RTC-224
- San Diego, CA 92122
144, | Thor, Dr. Gautam 3861 Canmuno Lindo, September 27, 2006 Self RTC-225
San Diego, CA 92122 '
145. | Ulrich, Kimberley M. 3031 Award Row September 26, 2006 Self RTC-226
San Diego, CA 92122 ’
146. | van der Gerr, Peter 5500 Campanile Drive, MC 1030 September 27, 2006 Self RTC-227
San Diego, CA 92182-1030
147. | Villone, Dianne villoned(@san.rr.com September 2.6, 2006 Self RTC-228
148. | Vincent, Paul 2442 Soledad Court September 26, 2006 Self RTC-229
La Jolla, CA 92037
149. | Warren-Tippets, Judy 5850 Soledad Mountain Road September 27, 2006 Self RTC-230
' La Jolla, CA 92037 .

RTC-9
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L;t(t‘.cr Author Address Date - Representing Page Eel:ig?cr of
150. | Webber, Marie T. and 3531 Millikin Avenue September 27, 2006 Self RTC-231
Stephen E. San Diego, CA 92122 -
151. | Weber, Dr. Christoph 5957 Erlanger Street September 27, 2006 Self RTC-232
: San Dicgo, CA 92122
152. | Wegman, Thomas J. 3403 Tony Drive September 27, 2006 Self RTC-233
-San Diego, CA 92122
153. | Wiley, Sandra 3195 Galloway Drive September 26, 2006 Self RTC-234
San Diego, CA 92122
154, | Williams, Katherine 7833 Camino Glorita September 27, 2006 Self RTC-235
San Diego, CA 92122
155. | Wilson, Dale 9225 Dowdy Drive, Suite 111 September 26, 2006 American Café RTC-2306
San Diego, CA 92126 LLC, (Trophy’s)
156. | Wolf, Jeff 2965 Fried Avenue September 26, 2006 Self RTC-238
San Diego, CA 92122
157. | Wolfe, Mary Anne 4265 Caminito Cassis September 27, 2006 Self RTC-239
San Diego, CA 92122-1978
158. | Wong, R 3202 Governor Drive September 27, 2006 Self RTC-240
San Diego, CA 92122
159. | Woo, Mary K. mwoof{@san.rr.com September 27, 2006 Self RTC-241
160. | Woodworth, Mark 6283 Buisson Street September 26, 2006 Self RTC-242
San Diego, CA 92122
161. | Worksham, Milo 4571 Robbins Street September 27, 2006 Self RTC-243
' San Diego, CA 92122 . :
162. | Worcester, Peter 4624 Robbins Street September 27, 2000 Self RTC-244
: San Diego, CA 92122 .
163. | Wylan, Andrea 7791 Camino Glorita September 26, 2006 Self RTC-245
' San Diego, CA 92122
164. | Yates, Dorit dorityates(@gmail.com September 27, 2006 Self RTC-246
165, | Zabrocki, Alan azabrocki(@san.rr.com September 27, 2006 Self RTC-247
166. | Zinser, Cheri 3385 Willard Street September 27, 2006 Self RTC-248
San Diego, CA 92122 (
167. | Zirino, Barbara - 4261 Karensue Avenue September 27, 2006 Self RTC-249
San Diego, CA 92122
RTC-10
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

The Draft EIR for the Monte Verde project was circulated for public review and comment between August 14, 2006 and September 27, 2006. The

following persons provided written comments on the Draft EIR after the close of public review and no response is requ1red However, a copy of each
comment letter is shown and responses are provided. -

>
L;t;?r Author Address Date Representing Page Eel::gll_)er of
S : ;g : = ;Rj’ } ”h ” [ iv i ;ﬁy"’,"ﬁLATE LETTERS%?JQ%:?% v*mw ;Ef ‘; o ; 3 ";_";gfh*”;.g*%i? 33;? it r‘ x&&v i{yaz;ﬂ o &
168. Bhargava Valmlk PhD 2757 Schenley Terrace September 28 2006 Self RTC-250
San Diego, CA 92122
169. | Bryan, John 6265 Hurd Court September 28, 2006 Self RTC-251
San Diego, CA 92122
170. | Dufty, Michael G. 4120 Porte de Mecrano, #85 September 28, 2006 Self RTC-252
San Diego, CA 92122 -
171. | Ganus, Walter and Louise | wganus@san.ir.com September 28, 2006 Self RTC-253
-172. | Kruger, Janay 4660 La Jolla Village Drive, Suite | October 12, 2007 La Jolla Village RTC-254
1080 ' Square
San Diego, CA 92122 Community
Association
173. | Mandelin, Dorothy 5314 Bloch Street September 29 Self RTC-257
' San Diego, CA 92122
174. | Parker, Jacqueline L. 4185 Porte de Merano, Unit #153 September 29, 2006 Self RTC-259
San Diego, CA 92122-1946 :
175. | Pew, Tom tpew({@guhsd.net September 29, 2006 Self RTC-261
176. | Runk, Malia 6234 Mercer Street October 1, 2006 Self RTC-263
San Diego, CA 92122
177. | Struthers, Jeff and Eileen | 5854 Carnegie Street QOctober 3, 2006 Self RTC-2064
San Diego, CA 92122

RTC-11
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

MR, B, @GHEARER-NGUYEN
CITY OF SAN DIEGO

UNITED OTATRS MARINT CORFS

[NE CORPE AIR STATICH MIRAMAR
2.0, BOX a820D1
SAR DINDOO CA $2145-3001
oA arm v,
11103
CPLL/PN 6563
Gepterber 2%, 2006

DEVELOPMENT BBRVICES C ER
1222 FIRST AVENUE M8 5001

SAN DIEQO CA 92101 .

|
[

Dear Mr, Bheurar-Nguyanfx
|

RE: UNIVEREITY COMMUNI
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPA

This ia in respcnse to
Impact Report addressi

PLAN AMENDMENT,; MONTE VERDE PROJECT
REPORT, JOB ORDER NUMBER 420908, PN 6563

lic Notice of a Draft Environmental
HMonte Verds within the University

Community Planning ares.

The propoeed aite 1o cr+1

rudy ares” identifiad

Uwee Zonea (AICUZ) Upda

tained within the "MCAS Miramar AICUZ
dn the 3005 Alr Inetaliations Compatible
for Marine Coxps Adr Btation (MCAS)

Miramar. This area will be affactsd by operations of military

fixed end rorary-wing

drcrattc transiting to and from MCAS

Miramar, The projesct 115 located outside the adoptmed 2004 Alrport
1

Land Use Compatability

1an. (ALUCP) and projected MCAS Miramar

AICUZ (2005) €0-85 db dowmmunity Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL)
nolee contoura, bukb H.U:F\in Fedaral Aviation Regulations (FAR)
Part 77 airepace murfads boundarimse for MCAS Miramar.

This locaticn will experience noise impacts from the Seawolf
Departures and Ground Gontrolled Approach [QCR) Box Pattern

Plight Corriders for £

ixed-wing oparations. Additicnally, the

aite will experience naise impacts from the Beach, Fairwayo and

dCA Box Pattern Plight

Corridors for helicopter cpearations.

Occupants will routinely aes ‘and hear milicary alrcraft and

exparience varying deg

mas of nolese and vibration., Conssguently,

we are recommanding full disclosurs of holss and visua) impacte
to all initial and subgequent purchasers, lasasea, cor cther

potential cccoupanta,

Due to the strategic proximity to MCAE Miramar and the height of

the proposed structure
{FAA) will neesd to con

. the Federal Aviation Adwministzation
uct an obatruckion evaluation etudy to

determine if military filight cperations will be impacted, The

1.1

1.2

Comment noted. The applicant would provide a disclosure to
future occupants that noise and vibration impacts may occur

due to the proximity to MCAS Miramar. If the units are for-sale
condominiums, the disclosure would be in the DRE subdivision
report disclosures, and if the units are for-rent apartments, it would
be disclosed in the lease agreement.

The applicant has submitted a Form 7460-1 for cach building. The
applicant would comply with the conditions of the FAA findings.
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11103
CPRL/PN 6563
September 22, 2006

initiation of tha astudy requires the completion and submittal of
a Hotice of Proposed Conetructian or Alteration {(Form T460-1) to
the FAA Cbhatruction Evaluation/Airpart Alrspace Analyeis (OE/AAA)
wiffice. Any subssguent changss to The identified conatructien
heighe limicacicne should be re-axamined by the OE/AAA officse,
and a Form 74560-2 will need ko he aubmitted to norify tha
appropriate agencies and reach formal remolution for conflicts at
that rime.

In November 200%, Community Plans & Elaimeon {CPEL} staff received
copies of PAA findinge from the project proponsnt for each of the
four proposad rxesidential structurss. Each study indicatad that
the structurss did not exoeed obstruction standards and would not
be a hazard to air nmavigation if the following conditiona were
met't |

1) Each structure is marked and/or lighted in accordance with
PAR Advisory Cireular 70/7450-1 70/7460-1K, Obstruction
Marking and Lighting, red lighrs - Chapiers 4, 5 (Red), and
12. . )

2) Form 7460-2, Part I be submitted to the FAA 10 daye prior
to thes start of construction. N

3} Form 7460-2, Part II ba submitted to the FAR within 5 days
after the construction reaches its greatest hsight.

Additionally, marking and'lighting were dstermined net to be
necessary, but if done ¢n a voluntery basis, that it be inmtalled
and maintained in accordance with PAA Advisory Clrcular 70/7460-1
70/7480-1K. CPgL staff would strongly urge the project propornent
to mark and light all struostures that axcasd tha MCAS Miramar
Outer Horizontal Burface (P78 Feet AMSL) for the protaccion of
military pilots that use thia airspace for training purpossa
during dey and night tiwe cperations.

I2 the project proponent will adopt the FAA lighting conditions
and. submit the requested paperwork as indicated, the project will

‘be conaidered consistent with MCAS Miramar ARICUZ guidelines,

Narm.l:l' hours of operation at MCAS Miramar dre as follows:

" Monday through Thuraday 7:00 a.m. to 12:00 midnight
Fxiday 7:00 a.m. te 6100 p.w.
Zaturday, Bunday, Holidays 8:00 a.m, to 6:90 p.m.

MCAS Miramar ig a master ailr atation, and as such, can operate 24

hours per day, 7 days per wesk. Fiacal and manpower constraints,

as woll as pfforts to reduce the nolme lmphcts of cur operations
2

1.3

Commnent noted.
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11103
CPeL/PN 6563
Septewber 22, 006

on the surrounding community, impose the above hours of
operation. Circumatancea frequently arisa which require an
axtenelon of these operating hours. . '

Thank you for the oppertunity to revisw this land uaa preoposal.
If we may be of any further sssisbances, plessa  contaas Mr, Juan
Lias at (858) 377-6803,

. L.. THO] N
Community Plans and Liaison Officer
By direction of the Commanding
Officer

RTC-14



2.1

2.2

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Q

ug.c: s.h.:vn:- 5706 Corporale Averwe Amoid Schwarzsneops

il

Dot & - Cypress, Caitfornia 0830 Govemor
August 16, 2006

\"

—
-

Department of Toxic Substances Control

Mayrasn F. Gorsen_Director

Ms. Ellzabeth Shearer-Nguyen.

Enviranmentel Planner

Clty of San Dlego Development Saervices Center
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, Californla 82101

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT {EIR) FOR THE MONTE VERDE (AKA COSTA
VERDE) PROJECT NO. 6563 (SCH# 2003081108)

Dear Ms. Shearer-Nguyen:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received a drafl EIR for the
above-mentioned project. DTSC commanted on the praviously received Nolica of
Praparation (NOP) on Augusat 8, 2005,

Afler reviewing tha EIR, it appears that the DTSC"s comments have not been
addressed, DTSC has provided comments as follows:

1)

2

The EIR should identify the mechanism fo Inittate any requirad
Investigation and/or remediation for any sits that may be contaminated
of should a ralaase accut, and the govarnment agancey to pravide
appropriste regutatory oversight. If it la determined hazardous matarials
or wastes have boen used/stored a! the elte, further studies shouid be
carriad out to delineate the nature and extant of the contamination, and
the potential threat to public health and/or the environmeant should be
avaluated. it may be necessary to determine if an sxpedited response
action Is required to reduce axisting or potentlal threats to publle heailh
or the anvironment. If no Immediate threat exists, the fina) remedy should
be Imptementad in compliance with state regulations and policles,

All environmental invesligations, sampling and/or remediation should be
conducted under & Workplan approved and overseen by a regulatory
agency that has jurisdiction to oversee hezardous wasie clearup, The
findings and sampling results from ths subsequent report should be clearly
summarized [n tha EIR. Propar invastigation, sampling and remadial

@ Printed oo Recycted Paper

2.1

22

Based on a Limited Environmental Assessment (LEA) report regarding
the site, prepared by Geocon Consultants, Inc. {Geocon) and dated
November 3, 2006, properties of potential environmental concern were
ot identified within or in proximity 1o the site. In addition, no releases
of hazardous substances and/or wastes are anticipated to occur during
the construction of the proposed project, Therefore, investigation and/or
remediation activities on the site are needed. A copy of the LEA dated
November 2006 is on file with the Environmental Analysis Scction of
the City of San Dicgo.

Bascd on the findings of the November 2006 LEA report, propertics
of potential environmental concern were not identified within or in
proximity to the site. Therefore, no environmental investigations,
sampting, and/or remediation activities are warranted at the site at this
time.
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Ma. Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen
August 17, 2008
Page 2

2.2

Cont. ' sctions, If necessary, should also ba conducted at the sita prior to the naw

developmant or any construction, and overseen by a regulatory agency.

the propossd Projoct area. For ali identified sites, the EIR should evaluate
whether conditions at the site may pose a threat to human health or the
environment. A Phase | Assessmant may be sufficient to identify these
sites. Follawing are the databases of some of the regutatory agencies:

» National Priorities List {(NPL): A list maintainad-by the Uniled Slates
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.EPA).

» Site Mitigation Program Property Database {formerty CalSites).‘ A Database
primarily used by the California Department of Toxlc Substances Control,

+ Resource Conservatlon and Recovery Information System (RCRIS): A
2.3
. database of RCRA facllities that |s maintalned by U.5, EPA.

« Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Lisbility
Informatlon System (CERCLIS): A databage of CERCLA sites that is
maintained by U.S.EPA.

~ » Solid Waste Information System (SWIS): A database provided by the
California Integratad Waste Management Board which consists of both
open as wall as closed angd inactive sohd wasle disposal faciities and transfer
statlons.

. Léakmg Underground Storage Tanks (LUST)/ Spills, Leaks, Invesligations
and Cleanups {SLIC): A list that is maintained by Reglonal Water Quality
Control Boards.

» Local Counties and Citles malintaln Yists for hazardous subsiances cleanup
sites and leaking undsrground storage tanka.

» The Unlted Statas Army Corps of Engineers, 911 Wlishire Boulavard,
Los Angeles, California, 90017, (213) 452-3808, malntains a list of Formarly
Used Defense Sites (FUDS).

4) If any proparty adjacent lo the project site is contaminated with hazardous
24 chemicals, and [f the proposed project is within 2,000 feet from a

. contaminated site, then the proposed development may fall within the
"Border Zone of a Contaminated Property.” Appropriate precautions
should be taken prior to construction i the proposed projact Is within a
“Border Zone Property.” ~

3)  The EIR should ldentify any known or potentlally contaminated sites within

23

2.4

As a part of the November 2006 LEA report, the databascs referenced in
this comment, as well as other databases, were reviewed, and properties
of potential environmental concern were not identified within or in
proximity to the site,

As defined in Sections 25117.4 and 25221 of the California Health
and Safely Code, a “border zone™ property is a property that is located
within 2,000 fect of land that has been used for signiftcant disposal of
hazardous waste and the wastes so located are a significant existing

or potential hazard to present or future public health or safety on the
land in question. Based on the LEA repon. properties where releases
of hazardous substances have occurred are located within 2,000 feet
of the site. Howcver, based on the nature of the rcleases, the distances
of the propertics froin the site, the direction of groundwater flow, and
the medium affected {soil), there is little likelihood that these releases
present an environmental concern to the site,
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2.9
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Ms. Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen
August 17, 2008
Page 3

8)

)

7

&)

8)

10)

11)

If building structures, asphalt or concrete-paved surface areas or other
structures are planned to be demolished, an investigation as proposed
should to be conducted for the presance of lead-based paints or products,
marcury end asbegios containing materials (ACMs}). If lead-based paints
or products, mercury of ACMs are identified, proper precautions should be
{aken during demolltion actlivities, Addltionally, the contaminants should
be remediated In compliance with Californla environmental regulations,
pollcies, and laws. ’ :

The project construction may require soll excavation and soll filiing tn
cerfain areas, Appropriate sampling is required prior to disposal of the

" excavated goil. If the soll Is'contaminated, properly disposs of i rather

than placing It in another locatlon. Land Disposal Restrictions {LDRs)
may be applicable to thesa solls, Also, If the project proposes to import
30ll to backflll the areas excavated, proper sampling should be conducted
to make sure that the imported soil is free of contamination.

I It is determined that hazardous wastes are, or will be, generated by the
proposed operations, the wastes must be managed In accordance with the
Callfornia Hazardous Waste Control Law (Callfornia Health and Safaty
Code, Division 20, chaptar 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control
Repulations (California Code of Repulations, Title 22, Division 4.5).

Certain hazaerdous waste treatment procesgas may require authorization
from the local Cerlified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). Information
about the requirement for authorization can be obtained by contacting
your lccal CUPA.

. if the projoct plans include discharging wastewater to a storm drain or

surface water, It may be necessary to obtaln an NPDES permit from the
overseelng Raglohal Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).

If during construction/demolition of the project, soil and/or groundwater
contamination is suspected, construction/demolition in the area should
ceasa and appropriate health and safety procedures should be
Implemented. If It |s determined that contaminated soll end/or
groundwater exist, the EIR should ldentify how any required Investigation
and/or remediation will be conducted, and the appropriate government
agency lo provide regulatory oversight.

If the site was andfor Is used for agricultural activitles, onsite soils may
contain pesticide, herbicides and agricullural chemical residue. Propar
investigation and remedial actions, if necessary, should be conductad at
the site prior to construction of the project.

2.5

2.6

2.7

28

2.9

2.10

The project would not involve demolition of buildings or other struclures
on the site. Therefore, there is a low likelihood that mercury-containing
equipment (commeonly used in thermostats and exit signs in interior
portions of buildings) would be encountered during the propesed
construction praject. [f, during future excavation activities, underground
pipelines are discovered that may be asbestos-containing, these pipelines
would be sampled for the presence of asbestos prior to disturbing the
pipetines. Finally, painted surfaces, such as striping on concrete or
asphalt pavement, are only likely to be lead-containing if the paint was
applied prior to 1979 (lead-based paint was banned in 1978). Since the
improvements on the site (i.e., paved surfaces) were completed sometime
after 1980, there is little likelihood that lead-based paint is present at the
site.

The project would involve some soil excavation in the course of
constructing foundations and subterranean parking garages. However,
based on the findings of the LEA report, properties of potential
environmental concern were not identified within or in proximity to the
site, Therefore, soil sampling activities would not be warranted prior to
excavation of the on-site soils. 1t is not anticipated that the project would
require iimponting soils from off-site.

1t is not anticipated that the proposed project would generate hazardous
wastes,

It is not anticipated that the proposed project would generate hazardous
wastes, therefore hazardous waste treatment would not be necessary.

It is not anticipated that the project would require discharging wastewater
into a storm drain or surface water. Therefore, it would not be necessary
to obtain an NPDES permit. '

In the event that undocumented areas of contamination are suspected
or encountered during fiture development activities, work would

be discontinued until appropriate health and safety procedures are
implemented. A contingency plan would be prepared to addrcss
contractor procedures for such an event, to minimize the potential for
costly construction delays. In addition, ¢ither the San Diego County
Department of Environmental Health (DEFI) or the California Regional
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Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), depending on the nature of
the contamination, would be notified regarding the contamination.
Each agency and program within the respective agency has its own
mechanism for initiating an investigation. The appropriate program
{c.g., the DEH Local Oversight Program for tank release cases, the DEH
Voluntary Assistance Program for non-tank release cases, the RWQCB
for non-lank cases invelving groundwater containination} would be
selected based on the nature of the contamination identified. Any
contamination remediation and removal aclivitics would be conducted
in accordance with pertinent local, state, and federal regulatory
guidelines, under the oversight of the appropriate regulatory agency.

Based on the findings of the LEA, the site is not currently and has
not historically becn used for agricultural activities. Thereforc,
investigation of the site soils for the presence of agricultural chemical
residues would not be necessary.

A4
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Ms. Elizabath Shearar-lNguyen
August 17, 2008
Page 4

Piaase ensure that the above comments are addressed In the EIR. If you have any
fuestions regarding this letter, plaase contact Mr. Josaph Kaslowskl, Project Manager,
by phone at (714} 484-5471, or by e-mall at [kaslowski@disc.ca.gov.

élncerely,

%

Greg Holmes
Unit Chief .
Southern Califomia Cleanup Gperalions Branch — Cypress Office

cc:  Govamor's Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, Callfornia 85812-3044

Guenther W. Moskat, Chief

Planning and Environmental Analysls Section
CEQA Tracking Center

Department of Toxle Substances Control
P.0. Box 806

Sacramanto, Califernla 85812-0806

CEQA# 1489
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ATATE OF CALIFORHIA ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGQER, Sovemer

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
2 WEET 4™ ETRELT, ATH B
LS ANGRLES, Ca fexitd

September 26, 2006

F. Shearer-Nguyen

City of San Diiego

1222 First Avenue, MS.501
San Diego, CA 92101

Dear F. Shearer-Nguyen:

Re: SCH# 2003091106; Monle Verde

An the state agency responsibie for rail safety within California, we recomemend that any
development projects planned adjacent to or near the North County Transit District right-of-way
be planned with the safety of the mail corridor in mind, New developments may increase traffic

. volumes not only ot strects end at Intersections, but also at at-grade hiphwey-rail crossings. This
includes considering pedestrian circulstion pummsid.elﬂmtlum with respect to milvoad right-of-
way,

Safety faciors to consider intlude, but are not limited to, the planning for grade separations for
major thoroughfares, improvements to existing st-grade highway-rail crossings die to increase in
traffic volumes and appropriate fencing to limit the access of trespassers onto the railroad right-of-
way.

The above-mentioned safety improvements should be considered when approval Is sought for the
new development. Working with Commission staff early in the conceptual design phase will help
improve the safety to motorists and pedestrians, .

Please advise us on the status of the project. If you have any questions in this matter, please contact
me ol (213} 576-T078 or at poydcpuc.ca.gOY.

S ely,
/

Rl M FB

Utilities Engineer

Reil Crossings Engineéring Section ~~
Consumer Protection & Safety.Division- .-

C: Richard Walker, NCTD

3.1

3.2

Installation of the sewer line beneath the tracks used by NCTD would
be specifically engincered to maintain the integrity of the tracks. In
addition, the sewer line would not generate any 1raﬂ'1c which would
aflect-any existing railroad crossings. :

Please sec response to comment 3.1,
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Dintriet 11 - 4030 Taylor Street + M.$. 240

San Diego, CA $2110

FPHONE (519} 808-8954

FAX (519 85314299

Flax yoewr porwer]
&+ emergy iwient]

September 27, 2006
11-5D-008
PM 28.43

Mas. Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyon
City of San Diego — Planning Dept.
1222 First Avenue, MS-50t

8an Diego, CA 9210t

-

RE:  DMonie Yepdo- ResfiRIR (SCH 2003091306,

To Ma. Shearer-Nguyen:

The California D of Transportation {Caltrans) appreciates the oppontunity to review
the Draft Emvirommental Impast Report (RIR) for the proposed Monte Verde projed,
involving construction of four residential condominium towers with 800 residential unity on
4,77 ncres between Interstates 5 (1-5) end 805 (I-805) &t the Intersection of Genesss Avenue
end La Jolla Village Drive in the City of San Diego.” We bave the following comments.

According to the EIR, this proposed development will produce spproaimately 4,800 Average
Dally Trips (ADT). This added tradfic muy potentially npact sxisiing and futare state
transpontation facilities in the wrea {e.g. I-5, [-B0S, SR-52, and associated on- and off-
ramps), Unfortunately Caltrans hever recsived the revised Traffic Impact Analysis daied
Decernber 2004 by Kimley-Homn & Associstes (KH&A) which is refared to in the EIR.
Thezefore i 1 difficult to evatuats the conelusions and recommendations put forth in the EIR
document. At the very |east, Caltrans would liks to soe the projected trip distribution s welt
s peak hoor irafflc volumes (exitting and futire) s well a2 peak howr turning movernents st
the Gecway rump intersections. These State-owned wignalized Intersections {a.g., I-5 / La
Jolls Village Dr.} must be snalyzed using fhe Intersecting Lane Vehicle (ILV) procedurs

_ from the Caltrans Highway Design Manual Toplc 406, page 400-21 using the year 2030
trafflc forecast (including project-generated tmaffic and cumulaiive traffio from other
developments in the srea).

Cl.nnum‘.iva lmpteh of 2 pmjua. toget.her with other related or nearby projects. must be
vd when 4 g & project’s impscts. A oumulstive impect |s the sum of the
impacts uf oxlating wndmom, other projects, and the project isell — no matier how small the
contribution {s from the project iwell. Thers is no minimum size limitation on projects that
may be required to mitigate for cummulative impacts if & project contributes 1o & traffic
problem in sny amount, Caltrans supports the concept of “fair share™ contributions for Mature
improvement projects snd/or other mitigation measures due to traffic impacts created by

"Calinams impreves sedicy mron: Calfoenis™ B

4.1

The traffic study referenced in the comment was included as Appendix
D to the DEIR, which was separately bound as Volume II. The traffic
study was circulated with the DEIR to those who requested Appendices,
and was avaiiable for public revicw upon request. At the commentet’s
request, a copy of the traffic study was sent to Caltrans on November 8,
2006. The traffic analysis in the DEIR was bascd on, and is consistem
with, the traffic study.

At the commenter’s request, a traffic distribution and asmgnmcnt exhibit
is included as Attachment 1 to these responses to comments. The exhibit
shows traffic added to the (reeway segments, ramps, and ramp termini
{intersections) for the 800 dwelling unit project. This exhibit also shows
the overall project distribution (from Figure 4-1 of the traffic study).

As shown in the exhibit, the project sends fewer than 50 peak hour
directional trips to Callrans intersections and ramps.

The commenter also requests that tong-term modeling consider

traffic levels forecast as of 2030, The traffic study was based on the
SANDAG’s Series 9 2020 traffic forecast model. This model contained
all the traffic related to the plan amendment projects in the study arca.
Comparisons to the SANDAG’s Scries 10 2030 (raffic forecast model
were made and results indicated in the volumes used for the project were
similar.
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4.2

A cumulative impact analysis was performed considering known
projects, as listed on pages 6-1 through 6-4 of the DEIR. The Monte
Verde project’s traffic, along with that of other known cumulative
projects, was evaluated in the cumulative traffic impact analysis. The
analysis is based on a forecast of traffic conditions in 2020,

The commenter notes that Caltrans supports fair-share contributions for

future improvement projects to mitigate a developinent project’s impacts.

The project’ s traffic study shows impacts at metcred frecway on-ranips
which would be partially mitigated by Mitigation Measurc 5.2-2. As
shown in Table 5.2-19, this mitigation includes a payment of $384 00
towards improvement projects along I-5.
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m Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen
September 17, 2006
Page 2

development.  Potontlal improvements may inchads — but not be limied 1o — funue

4.2 fnterchange improvement projects (e.g., 1-5 / La Jolla Village Dr.) and’ar ather mitigation ) .
such a3 wideming existing rampa, ramp metering, modification to ramp signals, - '
Cont. and/or adding suniliary Inncs to 5. Calrans ls currently developing the I-3 North Coast
L projoct in order to incrensa capacity on the |-5 corridor through this area.
4.3 Acoording to the Draft EIR, as mitigation for tmific impacts, the applicant / developer 18 ' 43 As described in the previous two responses, no revisions to the TIA are
. propoxing construction of s 1,000 foot casthound [EB] right turn [RT] stornge lane alorg : T IR : H
Nobel Drive and contribution of $384,000 towards {mprovement project along 1-5. Lacking considered necessary. The DEIR m.cludcd an analysis of cumulauyc )
the revissd TIA for review a1 noted shovs, Calrens finds it impossibla at this Hme io traffic conditions. The $384,000 fair share was calculated by multiplying
L. detcrmine If thia propased mitigation mecty the sandard for “falr share.” the 384 daily project trips by the cost of $1,000 per trip. The DEIR
Caltrans spprocistes the opportmity o review this development proposal, For guestions * acknowledges that the ramp meter mitigalions do not fully mitigate the
regarding the Departmeat's comments, ploase cantact Bront C. McDonald a1 (619) 688-6819. project’s near-term impact as the contribution would be used for futurc
81 improvements,

7

MARIO H. OR50, Chief
Development Review Branch

¢ BMcDonald  Dev, Rvw, MB-240
ECGojustigoe  Frwy. Ops. MB-230
SMorgan State ClearingHouse(SCH)
ATncnln rm M-zt

“Caliriwst impraves mabiliey soram Calfornia™
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"STATE OF CALIFORNIA .
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

State Clen!inghoun and Planning Unit

Seat Welid
Direcwnr
September 18, 2006
E. Shearer-Niptyes
City of San Diego
1222 Firat Aveme; MS-501
San Divgo, CA 92101

Subjoct: Monte Verde {(ska Costa Verde)
SCH¥: 2003091106

Deat B, Shearer-Ngayen: '

The State Cleasinghouse rubmitted the sbove nemed Draft EIR to selected state agenclen for raview. Opthe
enclosed Document Details Repott pleass Dots that the Cloaringhonso has Hited the ctare spencies that
reviewed your document, ‘I‘hnrcvizwpezhdr.lmedonﬁapm:bnﬂ.zwo,md tht comments fom the
responding agency (Ies) la (are) enclosed. 1f this cozmment package i not i erder, please mﬂl’y the State
Clertingbowsa immediately, Please refor to the project’s ien-digir State Clearinghouse zusmber ia funare
eomerpondence so that we may respend prompdly.

5.1 Please note that Section 21104(x) of the California Pulic Resotreas Cods slates that: 5.1 Comment noted. No issues regarding the adequacy of the DEIR are

A m-pun:iiabmodm public agency milnn!yn-kin:hlu:ﬂw commentk regarding those ldenllﬁcd_

sctivities involved in a project which are withis as area of expertise of tha agency or which are
required fa be carriad out or approvad by the agency. Thost comments shall be puppocted by

specific documenttion.™
Thene omzments kre forwarded for nee in | ing your finsl envi | d Should you need
more (nformatlon ot clarification of the enclossd wn 3 that you contaet the
commenting agency directly.

i This letier -chnwlsd;u {hnt you have complied with the State Cleariaghouss review taqui for dnuft
e 1o the Califormin Envireamental Quality Att. Please contact the Stata
Cleringhy ll(916)445-06|11fywhwmqmmndh;ﬂzmwmmnmwml
Sln:erély.

Terry Ruz-
Dirsctor, State Clearinghouse
Enclomres

L R:lmes'Agency

IGODWN;I‘HEMEP F.0. 30X lnd’A BACRAMENTO, OALIFORNIA #3213-B)4d
TEL (118) 4450010 FAX (015 323-3010  wovmapt.on.qov
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Documant Detalls Report
State Clearinghouse Data Bass

2003091106
Wanta Vends {ske Costa Yerds)
Sen Diego, Cly of

ER  DratEIR

Unhvarstty Communly Ptan Amendient, Costa Varde Spaclic Plan Amandmant, Vesting Tentative
Mup, Plarined Daveiopment Parmil. Sts Davalopment Permit, Putslic Righl-of-Way snd Exsement
Vacations, and Right of Entry Permit for the construction of four high-rise residential bulidings with &
tonbined arem of 1,771, 900 sounre fest, and 1,852 parking tpaces in subterraneas parking
structures. Towwer haight would range rom 350 and 365 fes{ zbove exisling grirund level and between
32 and 35 storlag, The kowars would consiata of 800 unity of # combh of for-rent an
dfor-asls conck or antirsly cond ding on market conditions,

Lead Agency Contact

Narre
Agency
Phone
amalfi
Address
Chy

E. Shearer-NHpuyen ,
Clty of 8an Disgo
6810.448.5269 Fax

1222 First Avenue, M3-501 S
Ban Uiege Staie CA  Zip 62101

Project Location

Coumty

Cry

Region
Croxs Strests
Parcat No.
Township

San Diego
La Jolle -

La Jols VRioge Dr., Genavee Avenue

Range Sacton Braw

Praximity to:

Highways
Alrports
Ruliways
Waterwayx
Schools
Land Use

52

MCASE Mirmmar, Monigomery Flald
SDONR Corster

Pactic Ocean / Rose Cresk

Current Zone: RS-1-7
Lend Ua: Hotel

Profect ixsues

Al Cuality; Archasologho- Historic; 0! 1 Holse; Putiic ; TrafMic/Clradstion;
Vegelation; Water Qualtly, Weltsad/Ripadan; Wikaitfe: Landuss; Cumuiative Effects; Othsr issvey

Reviewing
Agencles

Resourcea Agency: Departmient of Figh end Guma, Regicn 5; Caftiornla Casstat Commizalon; Ofice of
Histotse Presarvation; D of Purka snd R ; Cattrans, Divindon of Asronsutics;
Catfomis Highway Patrol; Catrany, District 11; Dapartment of Housing ard Coramunity Development;
Departmant of Health Services; Public Utiites C dasion; Nalve ican Hartags C:
Department of Texie Sutwlances Control; Reglonal Water Cuslty Control Bosrd, Aeglon B

Dats Recelved

OB/1472008 Start of Review  08114/2008 End of Review (9/2772000

HNote: Blanks n dets fekds resukt from Insulficisat inforeation provided by tead sgency.
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STAIELE CALIEGRMA At a
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION @
HE CAMTOL MALL, ROGH 384

BACRANENTO, CA R4
rt.-‘::rm -8

Waly B www.rahase g oy
August 24, 2008

CITY OF BAN RGO
ATTN: F. Bhearar-Nguyen
1222 First Avernre, M3 501
Bat Dlego, CA $2104

Dear F. Shesrer-Nguyen:

Thank you for the opp: on the abov d . The Callfomia
Environmantal Oullny Act (CEQA) r‘qun; hat wrry project !hn\ cRugad & subztantial IMM ehlnqn ¥ tha
of a Ml Inciudes wrchedl L] ]

I g the
progmeation of !n Ervircomental Impact Raport (EIR pvrCEOA guidetines § 15084.50)c). ln ordet (o Comply wilh
this provision, e led sgency it required o sssass whether the project wil have sh adverse mpact on these
resouTcas within the armm of project sflect (APE), and if 1o, to mitigate hat e¥fect, To sdequatoly asseas the projedt-
related impacts on historical rescurces, e Commission recammends the foflowtng action:
¥ Contaci e appropriete Caitiomias Hisioric Resources injormation Centar (CHRES). Tha record search wit
kT
r e pm or he entire APE) has besnh previcusly surveysd for cultnsd maources.
= Wany known cultural rescurces heve siresdy besn ecordad in of sdjacent fo The APE,

.

W tha probablily is low, modu!io or high that euttyrsi resoutces sra located In the APE.
e survey b required o whather pi cultursl afe prasenl
1 W an amchasclogical Fvasiony susvey b roquhd e ﬁnal #iage Is tha prapafetion of a prolessionsl report calsling
Im fndings and recommendations of tve recorcs search and loid survey.
The finel report contalning uhn formns, llh lhnmunu and mAigution measureny shouid b- nobmittad
Imediately to the in regardiong sits , Native Amacican humen
Temaing, mnloduhdhmnrynbj-m mﬂdhhl ssparie confdential lddwmmdm(bomm
avalsble for publc disciosure,
= Tha fnal wiitteet rport shousd be submitted within 3 montha afier work has bean compieted 1 the approprsts
regions] archasslogicel nformation Cantar.
+ Contact he Nafive Amercan Heitage Comemission (4AHC) for:
& A Sacred Lends Fia (SLF) search of the project arws und informetion on tibal contacts In the project
viciny who may hava addRigmal suktural resatires information. Plasss provide this ofios with tha Tollowing
citstton format to assist with the Sscred Lands File sesich request USGH T.5-minute gundrengie chation

with name, foviehio, rande and seclion. .
. mmcmm-mmnmmmmuommmmmmmmm
hel may by The NAHC thst contac! be mede wiih Nsiive Arsican
Coﬂhchmlhclthﬂwdllllonﬂhnh'hpnlmpuhmmmpnhw.d.pmﬂlﬂvmwrud'ﬂhonlh-
Tal.

¥ Lack of srtacs of nrchy el doak hol p Irnlr L
. Loﬁm\dnlhouldhdud-hhlr K plan provisk " and of
sccidentaly pat Coliomla Emtlmrrrnnlul Quaity Act (CEQA} §16084.5 {f).

In areas of mnl’hﬂ lmhllnbchl unuHMw = cariiiied archasologlst snd 8 culurally afMileted Netive
Amarican, with knpwiedge In cutturs! sources, ahoukt monftor sl umund-dhwrbbm aciviter.
. Ludug-ndnlhu.ldmudlhm ] plan for tha dlap: d wititacts, In

Y afiilated Amwicany
¥ Land wundal- ‘shouxd Incluche provisions for dlscovery nﬂ!m American uman reaing of unmarked cometerias
I their mitigation piens.
¢ CEQA Gukislines, Saclon 15084, 5(6) uqulua e wad sgency to work with the N-M Am-ﬂum dentfled
bry thix Commisakon X the nal Swdy p or Bkl p
retnaing within the APE. CEQA G pmndlhr..‘ wih N mamuuﬁlmwu

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.0

6.7

DEIR Section 5.8 includes an anatysis of the project’s potential impact
on historical resources. The analysis relied upon the ciled definition of
significant historic resource,

As indicated in Section 5.8 of the DEIR, a record search for the entire
sewer alignment was conducied af the South Coastal Information Center
at San Diego State University.

The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation
measures has been submiltted to the City of San Diego. All confidential
information was placed in a confidentiat addendum, not available for
public disclosure. The final accepled report would be submitied within
three months to the SDSU South Coastal Information Center.

The Sacred Lands File search of the project area was conducted

by Dennis Gallegos on July 19, 2005 with appropriate maps and
information. [n addition, both the Notice of Preparation and the DEIR
were circulated to the Native American Heritage Commission lur its
review and comment. The NAHC submitted comments on the NOP, and
those comments were considered in the preparation of the LIR.

Letters were sent to all individuals identified by the Native American
Heritage Commission to be contacled. Native American letters received
in response ta this request were forwarded to the City of San Dicgo,

Mitigation Measures 5.8-1 and 5.8-2 include provisions for
archacological resources unearthed during grading activities.

Mitigation Measures 5.8-1 and 5.8-2 include provisions for the discovery
of Native American human remains.
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'

Nwi:onmh-am #5d dightied treptment of Native Ameiicen hynen femains end any sssoctried

rave ler,
¥ Hestth and Sataty Code §7050.5, Public Reaources Code §5007 .08 and See. §13084.4 (0) of the CEQA
Ouidelines mandsie procedures fo ba foowsd in e event of an eccidentsl discovary of amy human remalm b a
location offvr T & comatery

Ce; Stuia Claaringhouse
. List of Naive Cortacty

6.8

As indicated on page 2-1 of ihe DEIR, the arca beneath the proposed
Monte Verde development site has been previously mass graded.
Thus, Scction 5.8 of the DEIR appropriately concludes that no cuftural
resources are located on the developinent site.

Cultural resources are present in the area where offsite sewer
improvements would be located. It was determined that the offsite sewer
improvement could potentially impact two identified historical resources
within the alignment (recorded archacological site CA-SDA-12356 .
and the historic AT&SF Railroad). 1t was determined that no impacts
would result in the AT&SF Railroad. With respect 1o archacological site
CA-SDI-12556, it was determined that the offsite scwer improvement
would result in potential impacts and. therefore, would be tequired to
implement a testing program (Mitigation Measures 5.8-1 and 5.8-2). .
With implementation of the mitigation measures outlined within the
MMRYP impacts would be reduced 1o below a level of signilicance.

Additionally, the sewer alignment has the potential to disturb sensitive
historical resources due to trenching activities; therefore, mitigation
measures have been incorporated to reducc impacts to below a level of
significance.
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Native American Contact
San Diogo County
August 24, 2008

Sycuan Band of Mission indlans
Danny Tucket, Chalrparach

£450 Dehesa Road
El Cajon ,CA 82021 Dleguenc/
619 445-2613

810 445-1627 Fax

Jamul Indian Village
l';egn go edo, Chailrperson

.0. Box 812 p
Jamal .CA 91935 Disgueno/
Iamutrez @ pacbell.net
(618) 6604785

(619) 66545178 -

Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committes
Saeve Banegag, Sgokanporm

1085 Barona Roa

Lakeslde ,CA g2040  Dleguenc/

(618) 443-6612
(618) 443-0681 FAX

Ewllaapansyp Tribal Office

Michael Garcia, Vice-Chalrman/EPA Director
PO Box 2250

Alpina , CA #1900-2260
michaaig @lsaningroc

(619) 445-8315 -

volce

{610) 445-9128 - fax

“Thia Nel e durrent o7y & of the dels of this documnenl.

Dtatritamion of thie el dose nol refleve any
mmwnruwu m-mml

Kumeyasy '

Kumeyaay Cuitural Historic Commitioe
Ron Christman

58 Viefas Grade Road
Alpine ,CA 92001 Dieguanc.
(819) 445-0385

Kumeyaay Cultural Heritege Prasarvation
Paul Cusro .
36190 Church Road, Sulte 5
Campo- 81

+

Dleguena

319} 478-0505

gm 9; 478-0048
616) 479-5818 Fax

Ccasial Gabriatenco Dlegueno

Jim Velasques

5776 42nd Strest

Aiverskde - ,CA g2sop  aebrialino

Kumayaay
(909) 784-6660 :

gﬂnt lélnton

0. Box 507

Santa Yasbsl  , CA 92070 Diegueno/
(760) B03-5604

cflinton73 @aol.com

w0 defiried In Bection TOSO.E of the Hewtth and
.-ﬂoﬂh'?lnleﬂmv-

TMII'I-llluul(Wamhumwwmammwhwhnmlmmmm

QA Motice of Completion) Enrvironmcrst
éhmmﬁsm w%mrmcru

(EIR); Commmuntty Pt

ie; Qannanses Avenue & Li Jolle Villege Drive | Ban Clage
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74

7.2

7.3

7.4

Califorvia Native Plant Society)

L3
San Diego Chapter  P.Q, Box 121390, San Diego, CA 92112

September 11, 2006

E. Shearer-Nguyen

Environmentasl Plarmer

City of Son Diego Development Services Center
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diegs, CA 92101

RE: Monte Verde Draft EIR (Project No, 6563/5CH No. 2003091 106).
Dear Ms, Shearer-Nguyen: i

The Californin Native Plant Socicty (CNPS) in responding to the Monte Verde Dirafi El
for the proposed construction of four bph-rise residential buildings at the comer of La 8
Jolle Village Drive and Qencses Avenus, as well as off-site improvements including the
replaceme.nl of an existing off-site 10-12 inch sewer line with an 1 B-inch sewer line
commencing from the project, south along Oenesee Avenue, and into Rose Canyon,
According to the DEIR, the proposed project will impact sensitive Dicgan coastal sage
scrub, ative grasstand, non-native grassiand, southem willow-cottonwood riparian
{orest, and sotrthemn willow serub communities, Sensitive speeies that are documented to
oceur include decumbent goldenbush (J; fesit var, de bens), San Diego
sageworl {Arfemisia palmeri), and the Federally threatened coastal Californi

(Polloptila californica callfornica). ’ Colifornin poacaicher

Three sewer alignments are considercd in the document, and all but Alj

! ignment #1 require
the construction of 8 140 A 10 190 ft. retention wall or manufaciured fil) slope and :ﬂqw_
inch culvert in a tributary to Rose Canyon. As Rose Canyon is part of a city spen space
park, ix eonsidered a Core Resource Area by SANDAG, and i also Tocuted witlin lse

" MHPA boundary, this type of major infrastrocture within Rose Canyon should be

considered & significant biological Impact in addition to & visual impact. As the
document does not adequately explain why Alignment #1 is not fensible, CNPS strongly
:upp%:a Lhe removal of Alignments #2 and ¥3 [Options 2B(1) and 2B(2)] from
consideration.

CNPS supports the conservation of local ecotypes of native taxa during revegetati
utili'zing se=ds or plants grown from secds, wynl:ngs or divisions oollecfad loilz;{xc;r;by
puu:ul.u. taxa in the proposed plant pakette were noted that coutd genetically
contaminate loca) ecotypes, The plant paletts includes frecoma menziesii var. menziesit
In the hydrosesd mix. This taxon is a close refative of J besii var, di b
which was documnented on-site, and would presumably hybridize with the local

@ Dedicated to the Mion of California native flora

®

7.1

7.2

7.3

The comment summarizes information set forth in the DEIR,

)
As stated in Section 5.7, all sewer construction impacts would result in
significant biological impacts. Tables 5.7-3A and B list the impacts and
mitigation for each sewer alignmeni option. Also, Section 5.3.3 states
that the retaining wall and manufaclured fill associated with options
2B(1) and 2B(2) would result in a significant and unmitigable visual/
neighborhood character effect. .

While City staff agrees that the alternative which would place the sewer
line below ground wouid be environmentally-preferred, engineering
constraints associated with the potential depth of the sewer line may
render this approach infeasible. In recognition of this potential, the
DEIR addresses two other methods that could be used in the event
that the below grade installation is considered infeasible from a safety
standpoint, as discussed on page 3-28. If the City Council approves
the project, then the City would consider which alignment to approve.
At that time, the City would make a determination regarding whether
Alignment 1 is feasible. The commenter’s support for that alignment
would be forwarded to the City for its consideration.
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7.4 City stafl agrees that the hydrosecd/container species, Isocoma menziesii
var, menziesii and Ariemisia palmeri, included within Tables 26 and 27
of the Biological Resources Report (Appendix H) dated Revised July 26,
2006 should only be included within thie upland revegetation planting
palettes if the seeds are derived from Rose Canyon or within 25 miles of
the coast. The report has been revised to refiect this requirement,
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populationts of varicty dectinbens. Therefore, no frocoma species f i
'the revegetation arcas unless it is derived from seed m:je::; on ma:::‘:o?}.m mﬂd 2
Inpact area, This species is easily collected and grown from sead. Any revegelsation
with Artemista paimer should slso utilize locally collected seed o as not {o geneticail
contaminaté the local population. Additionally, taterior flat-topped buckwheat ¢
(Eriogom:rm Jasciculatum var. follolosum) fa included in the hydroseed palette, This
taxon typically occurs n inland sreas, and is not appropriate for a coastal site, H also iy
likely to hybridize with Erlogonum fasciculatum vaz, fasciculatum which ewirs in the
erea. Seed from Erjogonum fasciculatum var, faselewlatum should instend be collected

L  from seed,

Thank you for the opportniiy to comment on this DEIR. If you
please cottact vs at 619.421.5767. . y‘? buve sy questions

L ¥

Sincerely,
Cindy Burmascano
Conservation Chair

onsite and yaed In revegeiation purposes. This species is also easily collected and grown

7.5

1.6

As indicated in the previous response, Artemisia palmeri would also only
be used if it can be obtained from local seed stock.

City stafT does not agree that Eriogonum foscictlatum var. foliolosuin
should be replaced with Eriogonim fasciculatum var. fasciculatim.
Rather the comsmon name should be changed {rom interior flat-top
buckwheat to flat-top buckwheat. Per Jepson, Erfogonum fasciculatum
var, fasciculatum is only located along the central coast and thus not
within San Diego County. However, as indicated earlier, the Biology
Report has been revised (o assure that the hydrosecd/container species
of Eviogenum fasciculatum var. foliolosum would only be derived from
Rose Canyon. '
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8.1

82[
8.3 |:

8.4 |

8.5 [:

8.6

L [SFeT o
Oclober 11,2006 o g
. 200
Mas. E. Shearer-Nguyen, Environmenta! Planner D‘%,,?m 6
City of San Diego Development Services Center : Srvioy
1222 First Avenus, M$ 501 ‘

San Diego, CA 92101 7
RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report— JO 420908 — Monte Verde

Denr Ms. Shearer-Nguyen:

- The purpose of this letter is to provide comments on the sufficiency of the DEIR

document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and weys
in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated.

The University Community Planning Group's (UCPG) comments are as follows,

¢ The DEIR fails to address or disclose that the Owner/developer of the properties in
Costa Verde gave up entit] for extra dwelling umnits with the expiration of the
Development Agreement. The DEIR cannot count trips of unity that were not
constricted and their entitlements have expired. Each project must stand on theif new
site plans and increased counts, Zoning does not guarantee entitlements, Zoning
does not give rights 1o property owners unilaterally, The DEIR does not identify or
provide any facts conceming the Development Agreement.

¢ OQverell the DEIR {ails 1o edequately disclose the detrils of the propoesed project.

= ‘The DEIR fails to adequately describe the vast difference in height between these
buildings and the surrounding community.

* The DEIR feils to adequately describe the outdoor public space £izo and location and
the specific impacts of noise, shadows and the wind tunne] effect.

 While the DEIR identifies significant non-mitigable impacts, it fuils to identify the
projects additional significant non-mitigsble fmpacts. .

* In the City's letter to Bruce Mclatyre on July 6, 2005, the City stated “The EIR
should place major pitention on reasonable alternatives to the proposed project that
avoid or mitigate the profect’s significance.” The DEIR did not adequately address
the ¢ity request for “major atlention™ to a reasonable alternative,

RE: 3.0 Project Deseriptlog

The DEIR (Pg. 3-2) states “The 800 residential units would include &2 lofts, 274 one-
bedroom units, 247 two-bedroam units, 199 three-bedroost units, and 18 town homes

- 8.1

A specific development intensity was aflocated by the Costa Verde
Specific Plan regardless of the status of the previous Development
Agreement, which as the commenter correctly states has expired.
Nevertheless, the existing Specific Plan allows up to 2,600 dwelling
units as well as a 400-room hetel. This intensity is associated with

an equivalent number of average daily trips {6,532 ADT). In lact,

the density anticipated by the overall University Community Plan is
largely designed to generate a specific number of automobile trips. As a
reflection of this fact, the Community Plan (page 179} specifically allows
for the transfer of development rights including associated automobile
trips within subdivisions in conjunction with PDP’s restricting both the
sending and receiving sites.

The Monte Verde project is intending to utilize trips that remain

" unallocated within the Costa Verde Specific Plan. However, the project

would convert the trips allocated to the 400-room hotel to trips generated
by residential development.

While the project would convert the hotel trips to residential trips,

the proposed number of trips (4,800 ADT) for the 420 unallecated
residential units and additional 380 new residential units would in reality
be less than the 6,532 ADT which would occur with realization of the
420 unallocated residential units and consicuction of the 400-room hotel.

Additionally, the project’s traffic study included ail units not yet built at
the time of its preparation in determining the project’s traffic impacts.

RTC-32



- COMMENTS

" RESPONSES

8.2

83 .

8.4

85,

3.6

Please refer to responses to comments 8.7 through 8.13.

The Draft EIR includcs an analysis of the visual impacts of the

project and concludes that the impact is significant and not mitigable
because of the height differential between the proposed structures and
the surrounding buildings. The analysis provides simulations of the
buildings in the context of their surroundings. (See DEIR Section 5.3).
Please refer to response to comment 8.27,

Plcase refer to responses o comments 836, 8.61 and 8.62.

No additional non-mitigable impacts exist beyond those identified in the
DEIR.

The DEIR provides a reasonable range of altematives, determined in
coordination with City of San Diego staff.
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8.9

-8.10

8.11

8.12
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|

which would renge from one to three-bedrooms. All umudhcmed above may inclide 3
den, and three-bedroom units e -]

The auntber one concem of the community remains the bulk and scale of this proposed
prefect. The DEIR Preject Description does ot accurately describe the proposed project.
The DER is Imdequm because it does pof identify end analyze all poasible i impacts ‘and
possible scenarios regarding the bulk and scale of the proposed project.

The DEIR underestimates the greatest number of potential new residents, which
underestimates and understates the parking and traffic impects. Exactly how many rooms
will theso 800 units have and how many people will be sccommodated?

The project plans are ambiguous b the greatest number of potential square f

that this project could utilize is not identified or unalyzed The eneiysis of the Project

ll;)esr:nptum shauld be based on the worse case mnmo with regards 1o all impacts at
uild-out,

Al of the analysiy that follows the Project Description in the DEIR is based on
underestimated data because gl units may include a den that could be used as a bedroom,
and three-bedroom units may become four-bedroom units.

Uiven that all the unita are relatively large and may include a den that could be converted
to & bedroom, and/or that three-bedrooms may become four-bedroom units, and that the
devel may be a combination of for-rent apartmerts and for-ssle condominiums,
the DETR must address thie scenario because the patential impacts ais aignificant.

The DEIR is inadequate because is does not address or enalyze in detail the impact of
converting the approved hote! to residential, which will greatly increase the bulk and
scale of the project relative to the ADTs, The DEIR is insufficient becsuse it does not
compare the approved hotel land use to the proposed 4 residential towers,

The DEIR cites the recent approval of the La Jolia Crossronds project with two 32 story
building as justification for its proposal to build two 32 story and two 35 story buildings.
In doing this, the DEIR itse!f gives proof of the growth inducing and cumulative impects
of the Monte Verde projects that the DEIR, denies exist.

‘The DEIR fails to acknowledge or describe the impacts that will certainly occur when
other dsvelupers peint to epproval of the Monte Verde towers to justify their requests for
increascs in density and height for their projects. The inevitable pressure from ather
developens to follow Monte Verde's example will mean that the already unmitigable
significant |mpacta of Monte Verde on the chameter of the community, traffie, pnrks and
library scrvices will all be multiplied over time.

Furthermore, in pointing to the La Joila Crossroads huildinss s an example, the DEIR
[ails to point out that the La jolla Crossroads development is at the edge of the

o

8.7

8.8

8.9

3.10

Comment noted. However, as no detailed inaccuracy is specified,
no specific response can be made. The DEIR includes an accurate
analysis of the bulk and scale of the project. This analysis includes
photosimulations. - (See DEIR, Section 5.3).

Comment noted, CEQA requires analysis of a reasonable range of
allernatives, not an analysis of all possible scenarios.

The number of potential new residents estimated by SANDAG is
determined by census data per total household, not by the number

of bedrooms within each household. Therefore, the DEIR correctly
estimates potential new residents using a generation rate per household.
The 800 units would penerate approximately 1,832 residents. The

Trip Generation Manual estimates the number of trips generated by a
residential project based on the type of unit (e.g. multi-family vs. single-
family). The number of bedrooms is not a factor used to calculale trip
generation.

Table 142-05C of Section 142.0525 of the Municipal Code concludes
that patking demand is based on the number of bedrooms, but only up to
three. No additional parking is required for over three bedrooms.

An EIR necessarily involves lorecasting future conditions in the cvent
the project is approved. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15144.). This analytic
process necessarily involves a degree of forecasting about, among other
things, the number of residents likely to reside at the project.

The comment states the EIR does not identify the total square footage
that would be developed for the project. As described on page 3-2 of the
DEIR, the project proposes four residential buildings with approximately
1,771,000 squarc feet. The decision-maker may choose to make
modifications to the project at the time of approval. The level of detail
in the EIR is sufficient to allow for meaningfu! analysis ‘of the project’s
impacts. '

‘The bulk and scale discussion within Section 5.3 does not rely on a
comparison with a hotel use, The analysis focused on the visual impacts
of the project on the existing visual setting rather than in comparison
with another potential use. This approach is required by CEQA.
However, the discussion of the hotcl alternative in Section 10 (deseribed
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8.11

8.12

as the “no project” alternative) does provide a discussion of the bulk and
scale of the hotel use, which provides a basis for comparison with the
proposed project. (Sec DEIR Section 10.1)

As discussed in Section 5.2.1, the project would build out the remaining
420 dwelling units authorized for the Costa Verde Specific Plan arca and
construct an additional 380 units, This section further states, “From the
standpoint of trip generation the hotel 400-reom designation on the site
would equate to a total of 666 units. Thus, the proposed project would
generate less traffic than anticipated under the 1986 Specific Plan.”
Therefore, the project would not increase ADTs relative to the hotel use,

The commenter identifies La Jolla Crossroads as the high rise project
on the eastern portion of University City. The approved 32-story
development is called La Jolla Comnmons. The La Joila Commons
project is included as part of the cumulative impacts analysis along with
17 other projects. Significant cumutative traffic, visual, and solid waste
impacts were identified. Please refer to Section 6.1 of the EIR.

With respect to the growth inducing impact, the Monte Verde project
does not propose to increase the development intensity in the University
Community. However, the EIR acknowledges that the project would
foster population growth and the construction of additional housing by
adding 800 dwelling units {please sce Chapter 7.0).

The DEIR accurately identifies the location of La Jolla Commens. On
page 5.3-1, the DEIR states that “immediately west of the interchange
[1-805], several major projects are under construction including La
Jolla Crossroads and La Jolla Conunons.” The elevation of the La Jolla
Cominens site is not relevant to the analysis. As with the evalvation

of the proposcd project, the height impact is appropriately based on the
actual height of the building above existing grade rather than the height
above sea level,

The discussion of bulk and scale is based on the surrounding
development rather than with La Jolla Comimons. As a result, the EIR

concludes that the proposed Monte Verde project would have significant,

uninitigable impacts on the ncighborhood character of the immediate
surrounding area.

The UCPG's upposition to the La Jolla Commons project is noted.
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cominunity near the B03 freeway, where its bulk and scale impacts are less imposing on
the community at large.

In stark contrast, the Monte Verde project is in a core area of the community where its
bulk and scale will have an overwhelming impact on the charscter of the commiuRity.

The DEIR further fails to give the elevation of the Jand a1 La Joila Crossroads towers and
[ails to mention that the UCPG opposed the La Jolla Crossroads project.

Finally, the DEIR fails to mention that while the La Jofla Crossroads high rises are 350"
tall, the four Monte Verde towers are 390-395' tall.

The DEIR (Pg, 3.1-16) states “The Specific Plan'allows for development of up to 2,600
dwelling units, 178,000 square feet of retail/commercial, and & 400-room hotel.” Italso
states (Pg. 5.1-18) " As discussed above, the Specific Plan ellows up to 2,600 dwelling
umits, 2180 of which have already been constructed or are undnr construction. Because
all other lots within the Specifio Plan have been built out, the project sile is the only fot
teft where additional residential uses could occur,”

The DEIR does not identify or cite any City regulation that allows for the tranafer of units
to the proposed project site. Wiy is the proposed peoject allowed 1o tranafer ADTS to the
amall project site to enable it to increase the number of retidential units? The DEIR does
not address the impact that the proposed development will have on the 4.77 acre with
respect to its relative small size which represents leas than 10% of the total 54 acre site.
The proposed increass in residential units per trans{or of unused wiits iy aubstantial and
demionstrates almost a 15% increase 1o the 54 acre site,

RE: 4,0 Hivtory of Broject Changey

The DEIR (Pg.4-1) states “Dua to concemn abowt building beights from the UCPG as well
as FAA, the applicant has reduced the building heights from a maximum of 42 stories to
the current maximum of 35 steries.”

The height of the proposed 4 towers with regard 1o he “Wind Tunnel™ effect was & major
community concern mised during the environmentat review of the project. The DEIR
does not identify this community project concern or analyze this possible impact on the
environment. “The “Wind Tunniel” effect needs to be studied in the DEIR because the
potential loss of public apen space between the towers due fo the created wind will have a
significant effect on the environment and the proposed project as it may hinder some
open space unvsable that is required to be provided. The “Wind Tunnel” effect hay the
potentinl to directly, cumu!ahwly and permanemly impact open space and the

neighborhood character,

8.13

8.14

Please refer to response to comment 8.1 for a discussion of the number
of units and ADTs which are assigned to the property via the Specific
Plan and Community Plan.

No formal transfer of units would occur. The Community I'lan actualty
does allow trans{crs within subdivisions, which could have included
Costa Verde, pursuant to a planned development permit as is being
sought here; however, the apolicant is not secking a formal “transfer of
developiment rights” because ro “rights™ arc being translerred. Instead,
what is being proposed is the development of previously planned but un-
built units within the Specific Plan, together with the change from hotel
units te an cquivalent {in traffic) number of residential units. No formal
“transfer™ is being sought, but rather the completion of development

under the Costa Verde Specific Plan.

As to the size of the Monte Verde lot, the DEIR takes the lol size inlo
consideration everywhere it is relevant, such as in evaluating grading.
For density, however, Monle Verde is the last part of Costa Verde - il
was part of the original Costa Verde subdivision map, specific plan, and
development agreement, and the facilitics that have been provided for
Custa Verde were meant to serve Monte Verde as part of the broader
Costa Verde project.

In order to confirm that the proposed project would not have a significant

adverse impact on wind conditions in the areas surrounding the proposed
project, the applicant commissioned a study from Englekirk & Sabol
{E&S). Arcas within the project site which would be available for public
use (c.g. the proposed civic green and pocket park) are not required to
meet any public open space or recreational requirement imposed by the
City on the project.
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The results of this report are summarized in this response. A copy the
full report, dated December, 20086, is on file with the Env:ronmemal
Analysis Secllon of the City of San Diego.

Existing Wind Conditions

As the first step in analyzing wind eflects, E&S conducted a site
inventory to determine baseline wind conditions on the property as well
as in the immediate vicinity. This inventory revealed the project area is
considered breezy with wind speeds generally ranging from 7 to 14 miles
per hour (mph).

Evaluation Criteria

Table 1 conveys the way pedestrians perceive different wind velocities.
Table 2 correlates wind speed categories with outdoor recreational areas
to serve as the primary basis for evaluating the effect of the proposed
project on sutrounding uses. Since gusts of wind are considered
acceptable as long as they occur on an infrequent basis, wind speed is
based on the percentage of time that wind speeds exceed a specific value.
In general, when wind gusts in excess of a particular wind velocity oceur
more that 10% of the time, the wind speed is raised to the next category.
Thus, an established wind velocity of 7 mph may actually exceed this
velocity up to 10% of the time and stifl be characterized as 7 mph,

* As indicated.in Table 2, all forms of outdoor recreation are considered

compatible with wind speeds which do not exceed 7 miles per hour
(mph) more than 10% of the time. As wind velocity increascs, the
suitability for different types of outdoor recreation diminishes. For
example, outdoor eating or reading becomes more difficult when the
wind speeds exceed 7 mph. Once wind speed exceeds 20 mph, no forms
of outdoor recreation are suitable. .
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Table 1
Environmental Wind Flow Effects

Wind Speed Daescription of
{mph) Wind Description of Wind Effects
Less than 4 Calm No noticeable wind
1-3 Light airs No noticeable wind
37 Light breeze Wind felt an face
Wind extends light flag, hair is disturbed, and
7-12 Genlle breeze clothing flaps
Wind raises dusi, dry soil an loose paper, hair
12-18 Maderate breeze disarranged
Force of wind fell on body, drifling snow becomnes
18-24 Fresh brseze airborne, limit of agreeable wind an land
Umbvrellas used wilh difficulty, hair blown straight,
2431 st b difficult to walk steadily, wind noise on ears
fung breeze unpleasant, windborne snow above head height
{blizzard) .
31-28 Moderale gaia inconvenience ieit when walking
Generally impedes progress, great difficully with
3846 Fresh gale balance in gusts
46-55 Strong gale People blown over by gusts

Tahble 2
Acceptable Recreational Activities at Different Wind Speeds
Acceptable Recreation Activities for Ss7 T<5511 11<8516 | 15<5520

Wind Speed(s) mph mph mph mph
Qutdoor dining, leisurely outdoor seating v
{e.g., reading, using laptop)
Leisurely walking, standing v v
Moderately active recreational activities v v v
{e.g., dog walking, children playing}
Aclive recrealional aclivities (e.g., playing Vs v Ve v

catch, children on play equipment, sporis)
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In determining whether a project would have a significant wind efTect,
the analysis determines where pre-existing wind conditions on adjacent
properties would be substantially changed by a proposed building. The
primary focus is on substantial changes which occur to wind speeds
between 7 and 14 mph, and where existing wind speeds would exceed
15 mph where the existing velocity was less than {5 mph. Even though
more active recreational activities are generally compatible with wind
specds between 15 and 20 mph, 15 mph is used for this analysis as a
more conservative threshold.

Project Wind Effects

In general, development tends Lo increase existing wind velocity in two
ways. Acceleration occurs when wind strikes the upper elevations of a
building and is forced down the face of the building. Acceleration also
occurs from the vacuum which is formed as wind rounds a comer of a
building. Both of these factors exist with the proposed project and were
considered by E&S in their modeling.

In order to assess the wind effects of Motite Verde, E&S constructed

a scale model of the development and subjected it to known wind
velocities. Changes in wind speeds and turbulence with the buildings
were estimated at a total of 41 points both on- and off-site with and
without the project. Surrounding velocitics were estimated through the
use of building models of the surrounding development.

The results of the wind tunnel modeling indicated that the proposed
project would not result in significant changes in wind conditions on
property located adjacent to the site.. in general, the analysis showed
that wind speeds were increased in approximately half of the measured
sites while, in the other half, the wind velocilies decreased over existing
levels. The etTect depends on the relationship of the building to the
wind. ‘

Offsite

Approximately 75% of the points where existing wind velocities were
measured around the proposed site, wind specds exceeded 7 mph. Muore
than 30% of the locations experienced wind velocities which exceed 11
mph mote than 10% of the time. No measure locations revealed wind
velocities in excess of 15 mph.
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None of the surrounding areas would experience wind speeds in excess
of 15 mph after construction of the project. Similarly, the existing

wind conditions within the 7-14 mph calegories would not substantially
change as a resull of the project. The wind tunnel tests indicated that
three locations around the proposed project with speeds between 7 and

: 14 mph increased by more than 10% after the four propuosed towers were
in place. All three of these points were located immediately adjacent to
the proposed project. Thus, it was concluded that wind effects from the
proposed project on the surrounding property would not be significant.

Qusite

A comparison of the wind velocilies within the project site before and
alter the proposed development concludes that the site would be suitable
for a variety of pedestrian activities. Only two locations would occur
where wind specds would exceed 15 mph more than 10% of the time.
One of these arcas occurs oit ihe pedestrian bridge crossing La Jolla
Village Drive. As the pedestrian bridge would be used to cross the strect,
this increase would not affect pedestrian activities within the site,

The other area which would exceed 15 mph more than 10% of the time
would be located at the northeast corner ol Tower C. This would affect
the westerly end of the proposed pocket park. As a resull, a portion of
the proposed outdoor seating area would expericice less than desirable
conditions for outdoor scating. In response to this, the developer
anticipates refining the pocket park in the final design to locate outdoor
seating in areas afTected by lower wind speeds and/or incorporating wind
screening fealures to reduce the wind conditions experienced by persons
using the pocket park.

With respect to the proposed civic green between Towers A and B, the
wind analysis concluded that the civic green would experience wind
conditions that would exceed 11 mph more than 10% of the time,
According to Table 2, these wind conditions would not be desirable for
some of the uses expected to occur within the civic green {e.g. leisurely
standing and sifting). As with the pocket park, the developer plans on
integrating wind screens into the final design.
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RE: 5.1 Lapd Upe
The proposed uses and denaities, combined with other planned development in the
University City Y, &I Tepr ive of a high-density wrban node and, thus,

would not combine to result ina ligniﬁunl cumulative land use impact.

According to the Unjversity Commumty Flun (UCP) (Pg. 194) Howsing typed should
encourage diversity, “However, the mix should ba master planned under thu PRI} Perrm!
procesy, and amendments to these PRDs 0

[esponse to shogt-team market trends ™

g 71 nhh:DEiRstm Wm}eﬁnpwpmedlandmdmwchum coutd

encourage similar actions within University City, the practical growth
inducing effect of these changes is minimized by the fact that University City is nearly
completely built out, Secondly, the shortage of housing in the San Diego region is
already acting 10 jpflucpce residential development and increase densities, Thus, the
presspre to increase housing in the region already exists.”

The Clly [ Stralegm aneworln Element siates (}’g 23) “This Element does 1ot

The DEIR states the geographic ares for tative anslysis (Pg. 6-6) "is defined by -5
1o the west, the 1-5/1-805 merge to the north, §-805 to the east and SR 52 to the south”,

Given these boundaries the DEIR does not sulTiciently identify the current housing
inventory nor does it analyze the possible impacts of the proposed Plan Amendment.
The DEIR noeds to provide numbers of current existing residential units and show the
analfysis done that concludes that this proposed project amendment would not have
significani cumulative effects to the community.

The Nerth University City area cuently accommodates the housing deasity with
apartments, condos and soma single homes, the DEIR does not address whether the
community has or has not tet its fair share limit of the region’s growth, The DEIR needs
to provide current statistics regarding existing housing in the project ares and the
surmounding area,

COme of the primnr?r goals of the proposed project is to “Respond to the region"s housing
shoriage and predictions of rapid population growth in San Diego by accoromodating the
City"s and the community's fair share of the region's growth.”

The Strategic Framework Blement states (Pg. 33) "It is & strategy for each neighborhood
to consciously determine where and how new growth should occur, and requires thet new
public facilities be in place as growth occurs. It builds upon existing neighborhoods
while retaining their unique character by intensifying and enhancing their community
centers, The strategy seeks to target growth in villsge areas, buf is nnt]m!wdlon :
particular rate of growth.”

8.15

The EIR analyzes the effects the praject would have on the community
as it exisls right now, and it does, in fact, conclude that the project would
contribute to significant cumulative impacts. Please refer to Section 6.0.

As discussed in the DEIR, the project would create an additional 380
“new” residential units because 420 of the proposed 800 units were
already aflocated to the Costa Verde Specific Plan area. The “new”
residential units would be created by converting the planned 400 hotel
rooms to residential. As indicated earlier, the number of ADTs atlocated
to the hotel rooms would accommodate up to 666 residential units, but
only 380 residential units are being proposed to replace the hotel.

The FEIR has been revised to remove the statement regarding the
“community’s fair share of the region’s growih™ because there is

no documentation which specifies the contribution that individuat
communities should make toward the target established by SANDAG
to meet the housing needs of the region. As result, the last objective
on FEIR page 3-1 has been modified to remove the reference to the
communily’s share and now states “Respond to the region’s housing
shortage and predictions of rapid population growth in San Diego.”

© According to the Regional Comprehensive Plan (SANDAG 2004), the

County, as a whole, will need to add 314,000 residential units by the
year 2030 to meet the anticipated growth of nearly a million persons, ~
In addition, SANDAG’s Regional Housing Need for the 2005-2010
Housing Element Cycle in the San Diego Region, identifics “fair sharc”
contributions for the various jurisdictions including the City of San
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Dicgo, With respect to the City of San Diego, SANDAG identifies a
City-wide goal of 45,741 units by the year 2010. However, SANDAG
does not deline goals for individual communities within the Cily.
Meeting the goal established by the resolution is the responsibility of the
City of San Diego through updates to its Housing Element.

~ The latest projection for the total number of residential units at full

buildout of the University community plan area is 20,974. Bascdona
recent update of the Facilities Benefit Assessiment for North University
City, 1,878 multi-family residential units remain to be developed

as of June 2006. As 420 of the 800 proposed units are included

in the remaining units, this portion of the project would represent
approximately 22% of remaining residential development in North
University City. As stated above, the project would also create an
additional 380 “new” multi-family residential units by converting the
planned 400 hotel rooms to residential. The City has no current cstimate

bul the number is believed to be nominal.
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The UCP states (Pg. 190) with regards to density/units that “50 percent would be

townhouse mnd garden spartments and 19 percent would be located in high density
structures.”

:I‘he DEIR does not identify or analyze the current density or housing inventory, nor does
it compare those findings to “the comntunity’y fair share of the region’s growth.” The
BEIR does not analyzs the change in percent of housing that this plan amendment would
generaie and thers is no comparison to the current bousing invertory. The DER does not
provide _slatistica on the housing shortage in North University City within the project

3. .

‘The DEIR (Pg. 6-6) states “The effect of tha project on land use would not be
cumulatively considerable as the site is planned for development.”

The proposed project requests to change the dmhwn?m intensity inble to atlow higher
density on the site. The current UCP has a density of 48 du/ac which for the purposes of
land use planning is categorized e 45-75 du/ac.

The DEIR (Pg. 7-1) states “In eddition to allowing for mote residentinl units in the plan
nrea, the propased density of 168 units per scre woyld be substmizially greater than the
maximurm of 75 wiits per acre currently allowed by the University Community Plan.”

The propoted project is requesting a plan ! and thus the cumulative effects
wounld affect the land use by changing it from Visitor-Commercisl to Residential. The

DEIR does not sufficiently analyzs the plan amendment change from V|s|tor-Cnnunercml
to Residential.

The DEIR does not enatyze sufficiently the increase in denmy&om 48 unita per acre o
the conclusion reached of 35 units per acro, This i is al and demc

rimost & 15% increase to the 54 acre site. The DEIR does not addms the impact that the
proposed development will have on the 4.77 acre with tespect to its relative small size
which represents lesy than 10% of the 54 acre site. The DEIR needs to addreas the
density change with relation to Jative effect given thet the UCP's high-density urban
node range is currently 45-47 du/ac. Because this is & Plan amendment, tho analysis must
be it-depth.

Also, given that the DEIR acknowledges that traffic and circulution will have a
cumulaiive effect which will be significart, the DEIR needs to address how that impect
does or doean’t directly affect the requested density and land-use change.

The DEIR (Pg. 5.4-10) statcs “The proposed project would ingiease the community
which would require 2.15 acres of population-based

park land, 3 percent of & community recreation center and just over 2 percent of &

cotnmunity swimming pool complex per City General Plan park standards.”

8.16

8.17

8.i8

The project includes a UCP amendment to ¢liminate the designated
visitor commercial use on the site. It was determined that the site is
poorly situated for such use due to an oversupply of hotcl rooms in
the immediate vicinity, The effects of the change in use are analyzed
throughout the EIR.

As discussed in responses to comments 10.2 and 10.3 the density is
based on the Specific Plan-wide average rather than the density of
individual buildings. The increase from 48 1o 55 dwelling units per acre
is not necessary to evaluate as an overall density of up to 75 dwelling
units per acre would be ailowed under the existing Community Plan.
This is because, as discussed more fully in the DEIR, Monte Verde is
the last, already-planned part of one larger project, Costa Verde Specilfic
Plan.

As discussed in response to comment 8.13, the EIR addresses the
relationship of the project to the size of the subject property.

As discussed in response 1o comments 10.2 and 10.3, the project is not
requesting an increase in density. The EIR analyzes the effects of the
proposed use, using the existing physical conditions of the site as the
baseline for analysis.
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The DEIR (Pg. 7-1) siates “The project would foster population growth and tho
constraction of additional housing by edding 800 dwelting units. The project could house
upto 1.832 residents ™

The Architectural Site Pian Lavel 1, Entry, Sheet #A1.2 provided by Design Lcad‘ LLP
dated February 17, 2006 states “All units might include a den area”™ Tt alsp stales, “3-
bc@ronn-_a units might include n den of become a 4-bedroom unit” The net usable
fesidential squarc footags for this proposed project is 1,268,500 sq.ft

Given the fact that the DEIR states “768 new residents” and then states “could house up
lo 1,832 residents,” the DEIR nieeds to clarify these calculations sizice they contradict
cach other. The DEIR needs to provide the formula(s) used for adding new residents to
the_ ity. Also, by the Archi al Site Plan provided by the proposed
praject states that “3-bedroom units might include a den or become & 4-bedroom unit,”
the DEIR nieeds to address this change with regards 1o the number of potential new
residents. This change could reasoniably change the calculation of the ber of parking
spaces needed on the project site. 3-bedroom units require 2.5 parking spaces; it is
reasonable to know how many parking spaces am required for 4-bedroom units.

It also would be reasonable for the DEIR to clarify the Visitor parking. The project unit
u;ul is 300, the total number of cars is therefore 1,851.75, the total number of cars for the
site parking plan is 1,852, the total residents parking is 1,645, and the visitors parking is
calculated at 15% totaling 209. These figures are based on required parking in a Campus
Impact Zone. ) '

15% ¢f 1,852 is 279 not 209. The Site Parking Plan A1.17 states 257 for visitor parking.
lhm.dﬁdg"’“ nieed to be clarified and the formuls uscd to arrive al them needs to be
provided. .

i il i

The DEIR (g, 5.1-3) lists two of the UCP’s three development mensity goafs which
establish guidelines for the intenity of development in University City. The third goal
af the UCP (Pg. 164) which is pot listed in the DEIR or discussed states “Provide &

le cicgulati which accommodates anticipated traffic without reducing
the Level of Service below “D™. .

Th_e UCP (Pg.163} siates that the “basis for regulating the intensity of development is the
finite traffic capacity of the projected cirsulation sysiem (frecways and surface streets).”

It also states (Pg. 164) "“The develop i ity atlocations in Table 3 pre not intended
83 A development Fght, but are subject to other considerations such as site and building
design, zoning requirements and other limitations such as the Navy easements, the
Comprehensivo Land Use Plan for Miramar, eic.”

8.19

3.20

3.21

The estimate of 768 “new” residents is based on the 380 additional
units that would be created by converting the hotel o residential uses.
While it is true that the total of 800 units would generate an estimated
population of 1,832, the 1,064 residents exclusive of the 768 “new™
residents were already anticipated upon build out of the Costa Verde
Specific Plan. The popuiation forecast was based on a population per
household of 2.02 which was generated by SANDAG for the University
Plan area. . ’

As discussed in response to comment 8.9, the parking calculations are
based on industry standards, which typically do not differentiate between
three-bedrooms and four-bedroom units in regard o minimum parking
requirements,

The number of parking spaces is determined by City ordinances.

The project must comply with these ordinances. The total parking
requirement of 1,852 includes 139 spaces which are designated for the
exclusive use of the existing retail uses in Costa Verde to offset the
parking which is currently used on the project site. The total parking
for project residents would be 1,456, The 15% visitor parking would
amount to 257 spaces which brings the total up to the 1,713 spaces
provided for the project exclusive of the 139 spaces for Costa Verde
Shopping Center use (please see responsc to comment 81.2).

The commenter is correct in noting that the goal of providing a
“workable circulation system™ was not specifically addressed in the land
usc discussion. The project’s traflic impact was addressed in detail in
the traffic analysis for the project, and was based on adopted policies
regarding traffic levels of service, (See DEIR Section 5.2). The project’s
traffic analysis concluded that there would be significant unmitigated
traffic impacts due to the project.
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As indicated by the commenter at the top of page 7 of the letter, the
University Community Plan was specifically formulated to assure a
workable circulation syslem by assigning development intensity and
related ADT allowances to each property in the community, These limits
are contained in the Land Use and Development Intensity Table (Table
3) in the Community Plan. As noted earlier, the proposed project would
not increase the number of ADT generated from the area 47 on Table
3 which includes the proposed project. Level of Service D was used

* as a significance threshold in the traffic analysis, in accordance with
the UCP policy. (See DEIR, p. 5.2-15). Thus, although the University

. Comniunity Plan area does expericnce substantial levels of congestion
which reduce the “workability” of the circulation system, the project

. would not increase the level of traffic anticipated by the Community
Plan, ’
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8.22 |::

8.23

8.24

8.25

The UCP (Pg. 163) continues the discussion regarding land use and development
intensities, "l addition fo helning 1o ensure » workable circulation sysiem, the Land Use
and Development Intensity Table is meant to ensure o balance of land bses in tha
community. Projects which dilfer significantly from the land uses or development
intensitfes in Table 3 as determined by the Planning Director will be found to be
inconsisient with the community plan,”

The DEIR doea not discuss or analyze the UCP"s goal of a worksble circulation system
nor does it List it as & goal that pertaina to the proposed project, [t does discuss a shutife
system which will be avaitsble only to residents. The DEIR (Pg,3-14) states “The
applicant would provide s free shuttls service for the proposed project, which would
likely consist of one shuttle bus for use by residents of the entine Costa Verde Specific
Plan ares as well a3 the La Jolla Crossroads development to the east of the proposed
pm}:ect It also states “The shutile route may be altered to better suil the needs of project
residents.”

The September 1, 2006 letter from Garden Cotttrriunities to Tim Daly in response to
Eight Project Assexsment I elter indicates that on August 30, 2006, the Applicant's traffic
consultant, Kimley-Horn and City stall agreed on Condition #4, page 2, as foilows:

*The application shall provide one [6-passenger bus opereting five days 8 week with
haif-hour frequency to provide free servige to UCSD, Seripps Hospital, Sorrento Valley
‘Tramit Siation, ete, (mimicking SANDAQ®'s proposed Super loop route) for the Coata
Verde Bpecific Plan residents until mrch tims as it may be replaced or sugmesited by
SANDAG's Super loop satiafactory to the City Ebginesr.”

The DEIR does not address the public benefit of this shuttle which is designed only for
residents of the project. Thia shuttle is not really public transporiation and it can, and will
be, replaced or augmented by the proposed Super Loop when it comes on line. The
shuttle is not a public benefit; it is an exclusive project benefit,

The DEIR does not include ot discuss the "{Ensure} implementation of Council Policy
6{H)-34, Trangil Plannéng and Development™ which is applicable to devclopment intensily
and the proposed project. ’

The DEIR (Py. 2-9) states "As the proposed project would not increase the number of
sutormobite trips generated by the development, the project would ot affect sir quality
plarming assumptions of the RAQS and the SIP becaties these docitnents are based ot
traffic |evels for build out of esch Community Plac Area.”

If the above stetement is true, then why on pege 2 under the Treffic and Circulation .
section does it say that “A tota! of four ramps wauld be significantly impected in the
horizon?" And ™...Impacts to tearby freeway mmps would remain significant and not
fully mitigated.”

The DEIR (Pg. 3-1) atates “The hotel alone would result in fewet tips added to the local
rondways.”

822

8.23

8.24

Pleasc refer to response to comment 8.21.

As indicated on page 3-14 of the DEIR, the shuttle would be available
to all the residents of the Costa Verde Specific Plan and not just future
residents of Monte Verde, Furthermore, the availability of the shutile
was not factored into the traffic study as a means to reduce traffic

but rather as a praject feature. The shuitie is identified in the project’
description of the EIR in the interest of informing the public of all
aspects of the project. While the traffic impact analysis (Appendix I3)
on pages 11-5 through 11-8 does discuss some vehicle trip reductions
that may oceur at this site as the result of public transit and proximity to
pedestrian access, it does vot discount traffic due to the proposed private
shuttle, To the extent the shuttle reduces vehicle trips, the shuttle would
have a beneficial effect. Nonetheless, the traffic study dees not reduce
irip generation rates to account for the shuttle.

Council Policy 600-34 addresses Transit Planning and Development.
This policy was adopted on May 20, 1986. This policy stales that the
intention is to foster a strengthened “transit consciousness™ un the part
of tocal public planncrs, administrators, and elected officials, as well

as the general public. Many, if not all, of the implementation strategies
identified in CP 600-34 have been incorporated in the 1990 University
City Community Plan, the Costa Verde Specific Plan, and the Monte
Verde development proposal.
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8.25 The previous statement refers to the fact that the number of ADT would
not change with the proposed project. With respect to air quality. this
means that the existing air quality strategies designed 1o accommodate
emissions from planned development within the San Diego Air Basin
would be unaffected.

The impact of project traffic on metered freeway onrampsis a

different issue. Even though the traffic from the project may have

been anticipated under the Community Plan, this discussion relates to

the actual impacts of the project traffic on the ramps. As discussed in

this section, project traffic impacts would be significant and not fully s
mitigated by the measures identified in the DEIR.
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The DEIR does not explain or sufficiently analyze why, if the proposed project does not
generate increased numbers of trips, then why are there cumulative impacts to
intersections and freeway ramps with the impects to nearby freeway mmps remaining
significard end not fully mitigated. The DEIR alsc states (Pg. $-3) "The hoted alone
would result in fower trips added to the local soadways,” and the DER does not a

this inforimation. ’

RE: 3.3 Visual Effests/Nelghbothogd Character

The DEIR (Pg. 6-6) states “While the proposed building heights would exceed those of
the surrounding area, no other similar height buildings exist or are proposed in the area.
Therefore, while & direct significant jmpact f1ts been identified, the project would not
result in a significant cumulative impact on visua) effecty/neighborhood character.”

According to the UCP (Pg. 190) “High-rise devefopment should be contpatible in scale to
the surrounding areas, particularly to other high-rise structures,” The DEIR (Pg. 5.1-22)
states that “The closest buildings to the project sito are the Towers at Costa Verde to the
scuthwest, which are twe, 16-story residential towers.” The proposed project towers are
32-stoty end 35-story towers, (Pg. 1)

In the Urban Design Element of the UCP (Pg. 33) states “The Univetsity community at
the tumn of the century is envisioned as a spacious, park-tke e ity with buildings
und land uses of strong identity botl visuatly end Fanctionally.™ It also states “Sunsnd
view enjoyment wili continus to be prime design consideratons.” (Pg. 35)

The DEIR (Pg. 3-5) states “The modem style of archi is intended to bo
with existing Costa Verds projects.” Figure 3.2.2. Is & picture of the proposed towens,

The Strategic Framework Efement (adopted 10/2002) states (Pg. 33) A high quality of

urban design will achieve the maximym possible integration with the sumounding
community fabric and the tmnsit aystem.” .
The DEIR doces not address sufficiently the visual impact and’or integration as it relates
to the existing and surrounding reighborhood. The DEIR does not analyze the
transitional elevation of the proposed project to the current residential housing already on
the 54 eere site. The DEIR does tot compare the height of existing housing but compares
the proposed project with high or medium rise commercinl buildings. The DEIR does not
sufficiently itlustrate how these proposed towers are “consistent” with the existing Costa
Verde ptojects. The DEIR does not identify how tbe bulk and scale are consistant with
the surrounding area.

8.26

8.27

As stated in the previous response, the EIR appropriately analyzes the
actual impact of the 800-unit project traffic on roadways including
freeways.

The statement that the hotel alternative would generate fewer trips than
the proposed project is true because this alternative does not include

" the trips from the unused 420 residential units from the existing Costa

Verde Specific Plan. It was the objective of this alternative to consider
exclusive use of the subject property for the 400-room hotel which
represents the “no project” allernative that would occur if the proposed
project is not approved. The “no project” alternative is discussed in
Section 10.1. '

As discussed on DEIR page 5.3-3. the buildings within the immediate
vicinity of the project range [rom 2 1o 21 stories. There is no clear
“step” from the lower buildings to the higher buildings. Instead they
are interspersed throughout the neighborhood. The DEIR concludes
that the project would not be consistent with the heights of surrounding
buildings therefore the impact on neighborhood character is significant
and unmitigable.
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RE; 5.4 Public Facllities sod Services

The DEIR (Pg. 2-7) states “This project would be consistent with the City of Villages
because it would provide mulu-flmdy resldermal inan emtms utban node that has a
significant amount of existing or p ment

¥

The DEIR (Pg. 2-7) states “Furthermore, it would provide much needed multi-fainily
residential and enhance an urban node, as well as meeting gosls of several UCP elements
such ay utban design, residential, noise and safety”™.

The DEIR (Pg. 2-10) states “Ihe project site does not have the ability of & full first alarm
nt, which of three engines and two tnicks, to reach the site ina

prescnbed time due o their distance from the project area, In eddition, the engme

company at the Enyigate Mall site is over workload capacity in ber of i

handled per year, which necessitates outlying engine companiss from d:mm stalions to

provide service to this erea”.

‘The DEIR. does not identily or analyze how many multi-family residential units exist
currently in this urban node, nor does it identify or analyze how many employees actually
live in the area, would live in the area versus those who commute because the mst of
housing is so high.

The DEIR does not sufficiently explain how “safety”™ would be enhanced by this Plan
Amendment to add additional derwity. Currently there is only ane fire station located at
Eastgate Mall, and it does not have the equipment to put out a fire in & 390 or 395 foat
tall building. The DEIR does not identify how this will be mitigated. Building & new fire
station without the nceded equipment or stafT will not mitigate the need. The FBA could
finance the building of & new fire station, but it does not pay for equipment and staff,
Without appropriate equipment and staffing the safety of the publio and resident cannot
be mitigated. .

The DEIR addressos that thete is “only 0.6 officers per 1,000 population” (pg. 2-11) and
*the City’s average response time is 7.3 minutes for emergency caltls and 13.1 for Priority
one calls.” (pg 2-11)

The DEIR does not sufficiently analyza the possible impects of how the salety of these
added residential units above the adopted community plen would be attalnable given the
current statistics. The DEIR doca not supply the data to review regarding Emergoncy
setvices and Police protection to establish what impact this plan amendment to add
density would have on the vital public services, The DEIR does not identify this public
service a8 being able to be mitigated. It does not address the impact that the adequate
lack of these services will create in the urban core and cumulatively,

The UCF (Pg. 14) states that "The “quality of life” in now neighborhoods ihrough
provision of adequate public facilities st time of development™ The DEIR does not
sufficiently analyze the possible impects of the Iack of adsquate public facilities at the

8.28

8.29

As appropriate, the net eflect of existing residents and employees is
taken into account for such things as traffic and public services. The
commenter is correct that the high cost of housing may coatribwte to
increased commute times. The project would increase the available
residential housing stock in the UTC area. The project also includes a
significant affordable housing component. Thus, the project has the
potential to alleviate the tendency towards long commute times, by
providing housing close to areas where peaple work or study.

As stated on DEIR page 5.4-8, “in accordance with Sections [5126.2(a)
and 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines, impacts related to public services
arc evaluated in light of whether the impact would result in a physical
change in the environment.” Emergency access and response times,
equipment and stafling are areas of great concern to the City; however,
arc not physical changes in the environment; therefore, emergency
services are not analyzed in Sedlion 5.4. The enhancement of public
salety while alse an issue of importance, is also not a CEQA issue.
While not a CEQA issue, emergency service issues are included as part
of the findings that need to be made for the associated development
permits. :

For information purposes, the DEIR identifies the potential to contribute
to the construction of a new fire station in the area. {DEIR, pp. 3-46
and 3-47). The fire station is not part of the project. If the fire station is
constructed, it would augment fire and emergency services in the UTC
area.
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8.30 The ability of the local police or fire facilities to respond to incidents is
a concern throughout the City; however, the CEQA analysis focuses on
physical change in the environment. While the firc and police service are
not considered to be CEQA issues, information regarding these scrvice
levels is provided so that the City Council can make their decision about
whether to approve or deny the project with a full understanding of the
projcct’s ellect on these public services,

8.31 The ability of public services to meet anticipated demand [rom a
project is not an environmental issue unless it can be demonstrated that
providing service lo a proposed project would resull in a physical change
in the environment. Such a situation would normally be created when
a new facility is required and the location of the facilily is sufficiently
defined to allow environmental analysis. As stated in Seclion 5.4.2 of
the DEIR, no specific physical changes in the environment are dircetly
associated with providing public services to the proposed project.
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time of development, and the DEIR states that no new public facilitios are forcseeable or
atiainable concurrently.

The DEIR (Pg. 6-6) statcs that “*While libraries, wastewster secvices, and parks and
secrention would exeeed capecity ns » revalt of she Drpiest, the projecs would be requined

_to pay appropriate development fees. Thus, no direct or cumulative impacts would -
oceur,” . :

The DEIR incorrestly concludes that no significant impact is identified on the library
services, even though the data it presents show that the UCP is already drastically
deficient in library services and dhat this project would worsen that situstion,

The DEIR siates that the UCP area already falls 12,000 square feet short of the city’s goal
of .7 square leet of librery space per resident, which is a huge shostfall. The DEIR faily
1o state cither what the current square footage is or what the custent populstion is.

The DEIR states that the project’s pdditional residential umits would increase this deficit
by 1,282 square feet, to 13,282, Then it simply dismisses this impect by claiming that
Tesidents will use some other library near their work or school.

The purpose and objective of the proposed project is to provide & variety of multi-fantily
residential types to serve rtudents, military, seniors, and professions! and office workers,
and 1 promote smart growth goals by Jocating high-dengity residential uses near
commnereial, office, educational and retail uses, The idea is that residents witl live and
work in the same area,

‘The purpose and objectives of the proposed project are contmdicted in the DEIR. The
DEIR (Pg. 3.4.-10) states "Residents will ofien use the Hbrary most convenient to them,
likely one pear work or school, and ot fiecessarily the closest one to their home.”™ The
DEIR also states (Pg, 5.9-10) “Sevenal features of the project would reduce mobile-
emissions, They include the shuttie, the improved pedestrian access through the site, and
the location of the project in a mixed-use ares, allowing peopit an opporiunity 1o live,

. and ithin walking distance.”

The question that the DEIR does not adequstely addresy is whether the proposed project’s
purpose is to provide residential housing so people can Yive and work in the community,
or Is the project (feating an epportunity for people to live, work, and shop?

The DEIR states that the provision of adoquate libraries I8 a facilities financing issue, and
project applicants are required to pay FBA fees, In fact, there are no projects in the FBA
that will increase the square footage of library space in the UCP, The DEIR does not
ndizess ibe fact that the City of San Diego has drastically cut back on the siaffing of
existing librarics, and there are wo current prospects that it could staff eny additional

library facilities.

8.32

As stated on DEIR page 5.4-8, “in accordance with Sections 15126.2(a)
and 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines, impacts related to public services
are evaluated in light of whether the impact would result in a physical
change in the environment.” Reduced library capacity is not physicat
change in the environment: therefore, library services are not analyzed in
Section 5.4 )

As with the discussions on fire and police service levels, information
about the projects effect on library service is provided in order to atlow
the City Council to make an informed decision on the project.

The comment that “the purpose and objectives of the project are
contradicted in the DEIR" is noted, Staff believes that while the project
would provide an opportunity for people to live, work, and shop within
walking distance, not all of the residents would do so. It is possible

_ that future residents would prefer to shop elsewhere and/or would work

clsewhere, and use library facilities elsewhere. It is truc that the City has
cut back on staffing throughout many City departments. However, these
cutbacks are budgetary decisions but not CEQA issues. .
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The DETR {Pg. 3-6 and 3-14) siates “The project would have & number of recreational
opporiunitics for residents.”

The UCP states (Pg. 230) "Urban plazas in the Towne Centre, at UCSD and in other
community cenlers can also provide a place for recreational nctvities.”

The DEIR (Pg. 5.4-4) stetes "The University City area currently has a jm;g[;_g_gﬁm
of population-based parkiand.”

The DEIR (Pg. 5.4-4) also states “Howevet, the resowrced-based parks and open space
arca dg ot satisfy population based park standards, and there 76 o future phans to
provide such facilities.”

The Cycle Issues Report dated August 9, 2006, #6 states “In view of the site limitations
of the proposed subdivision, the 5.95 acres of park land will not be required 1o be rited

within the development. Instead, in-fieu park ftes shall be paid equivalent to the cost for -

{and scquisition, design and construction of 6,95 contiguous, usable acres (maximam 2%
grade for active recreation) of park kand and facilities located within the half mile service
Thdius preseribed in the General Blan for populsiion-based park and and Encitities.”

The Cycle Tssues Report also states (#7) "This park land requirement shall not be
satisfied by open space shown in the proposed site design to serve as pedestrian
circulation ot by private recreation amenities provided for the development.”

The Cycle 1ssues Report, ¥8 states “Additionally, the sub divider is required to provide a
pro rata share of the cost of o oommunily recreation building and & commtmity swimming
pool, to be paid as park fiees at the time of issuance of building permits. These feet are 1o
be determined by the Park Planning and Devslopmum Division besed on current
consiruction costs at lime of permit issuance.”

The DEIR does not sufficiently address any of the Cycle Issues Report conditions for the
project. The DEIR does not sufficiently nddress the issue of paying development fees
and exceeding capacity 25 a result of the project. Given the facl that there are no funre
plans to provide such facilities, direct and/or cumulative impacts would occur. Given the
large defficit within the Univensity City commnenity, the DEIR does not address or analyze
ways the proposed project will benefit the community at large. Recreational areas are
provided by such institutions as The University of California where community members
can utilize facilities by paying a fec. The DEIR does not address or identify a parcel of
land that can be purchased (o fulfill the 6.95 acre requiremenl.

The DRIR (Pg.3-14) siates “The Costa Varde Specific Plan mquires the project to provide
140 square feer of open space per wnit, for s total of 112,000 square feet of open space.”
Tt further states “Of the 140 square feet of open space per unit, the Specific Plan requires
a minimum of 100 square feet of usable open space per unit, therefore the project would
provide a total of 80,000 square feet of usable open space.™

8.33

As indicated on the Cycle Issues Report, items 6, 7 and 8 have been
checked off; which mcans that the applicant has complied with these
items to the satisfaction of the City of San Diego.

As stated in Cycle Issues Report, item 6, “in-lieu park fees shall be paid
equivalent {o the cost for land acquisition, design and construction of
6.95 contiguous, usable acres...” Section 5.4 states that FBA fees would
be paid. Regarding impact analys:s. please refer to response to comment
8.32.
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The DEIR (Pg. 5.1-8) states "' The Commumty Plan does not designate any punmn of the
residential building site for open space.”

‘The UCP may not designate open apace requi s for the proposed project but the
Costa Verde Specific Plan does have requirements.

Volume JA, Appendices for the DEIR, Appendix B.2, Costa Verde Specilic Plan' Dmft
Amendment (Pg. 12) states “The north-south and east-west promenades will lead 1o the
center of the site. The central ares containing the community open space, food court and
mall is intended to be the activity center of the project The area will have sunny and
shaded cating arcas, umbreila inbies and color landscaping. It will be marked by a sireng
vertica] erchitectural element to act rs the visual focal poimt of the interior axis streets and
promenades and it will be visible from the surround public streets.”

The DEIR does not adequately address the public open space for this project. [t does not
state where exactly the required pocket park or civic green are located within the project
sile. No noise contours are given in tho DEIR nor is the shadow or wind tunnel
compaonent addressed. OF the 80,000 square foet of usable open space required, the DEIR
incomctly shows private balconies and private use temaces as open space. If enclosed

tion nreas and use ferraces are not accesaible to the public, then they
unnnt be used a3 opeén space, )
The UCP (Pg. 225} di open apace indicating that it can “serve & wide range of

functions in the community” including “the control of urban form or design, and scenic
or acsthetic enjoyment.” The DEIR does not address this provision of the UCP in any
detail.

BE: 55 Paeontology

The DEIR (Pg. ) states “The project would involve substantial grading within
potentially fossil-bearing geologic formations to prepare the site for development which
may result in significant impacts to pateontological revources.”

The DEIR (Pg. 6) states “With implementation of these actions contained in Miligation
Measure 5.5-1, the project’s direct impacts on paleontological resources would be
mitigated to below n level of significance.”

The DEIR (Pg. 5.5-1) states “The site i3 also undsrlsin by the Scripps Formation,
underfies approximately 25 prercent of the site. The Scripps Formation is generally
known 1o contain fossil marine jnvertebrates nnd has 8 high foxsil-bearing potensial, The
project site is also underlain by a small amount of compacted fill.”

The DEIR (Pg. 5.5-1} sletes “Development of the project could impect significant
paleontological resources.” It alse states “Grading plans for the profect would lower the
Scripps Formation by 80 to 100 feet and would move approximately 176,250 cubic yards

8.34

The location of the pocket park and civic green arc discussed on page
3-15. The pocket park would be iocated between Towers B and C

and Civic Green area would be provided at the base of the proposed
pedestrian bridge over La Jolla Village Drive. The locations were
inadvertently left off of the Figure 3.2-7A (Conceptual Landscape Plan).
1t is anticipated that the pocket park would be approximately 4,000
square feet and the civic green would be about 17,000 square fect.

Please refer to response to comnient 8,14 for a discussion of wind tunnel
elTect.

The 80,000 square fect of useable open space is required for the residents
of the project, {tis not public open space. The project’s useable open
space requirements are achieved by combining upper balconics with
lower level areas protected with noise barriers.

The project applicant is not required by the UCP to provide public
recreation areas within the development. Nevertheless, the project docs
include landscaped areas within the development which would be open
to the public along with the efevated walkways through the project.

Noise contours are illustrated in Figures 5.6-3 and 4 of the DEIR. The

shadowing effects within and surrounding the project site are shown in
Figures 5.13-1 through 5.13-3.
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of this formation. The Lindavista Formation would be lowered by 80 to 100 feet and
would involve excavation of spproximately 293,750 cubic yards of materinl "

Given the fact that substantial grading (176,250 cybic yards of dirt and 293,750 cubic
yards of dirt) and the Scripps Formation has a high poteutial for significant
paleontological resources to be uncarthed, it is unclear why & “aite specific recorda
search” (Pg. 5.3-3) will only be completed after project approval but prior to the start of
construction. The DEIR needs 1o address any pertinent information concemning the
probability of discovery during grading activiticy,

The DEIR does not adequately address or analyze the potentially significant
paleontologicel impests. The Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting program is designed
1o deal with the probabilities of discovery during ¢onstruction. The DEIR does not
identify nreas to be manitored or analyze the possible impacts on the environment
sufficiently prior to project approval,

The DEIR in order to be thorough and extremely attentive to accuracy and detail needs to
complete and discuas a site specific records search as well &3 stating uny information
regerding existing known soil conditions (native o formation). The DEIR needs to
neidress prior to the Final BT conditions mch e depils of excavation in detail and aits
graded to bedrock, prosence or absenice of fossil resources thal may rediice or increase the
potential for resources to be present. ‘

The DEIR gansct stats correctly thal “{Flp ial impacts to pai logical resources
would be reduced to below a Jevel of significance through implementation of the
following mitigation messure” (Pg. 5.5-2) because the DEIR docs niot verify or discuss
prior 1o project approval the jdentification and analysis of potential impacts.

RE; 5.6 Noise

The DEIR noise analysis concludes that the ground-level apen space is above the noise
levels in excess of the City"s 65dB(A)} CNEL standard for exteriar residential usabile
areas (wilhout mitigating noise barriers, which would be required to be 5 foot 1alt walls to
be effective). In combination with shadowing and the wind tunned effect this may be very
sigrificant, because the project would essentinlly render publicly accessible spaces
unusable (45,000 %, which includes the fourth lcvel terraces). This cannot possibly be
compensated by the open space aveilable to the residents at the upper levels of the
buildings (private balconies), and the roofs of the buildings (35,000 1L¥). A3 & resull, at
grade the project would be a forbidding and unpleasant envirotment.

RE: .7 Blotogical Resourcey

With regards 1o the offsite sewer improvement the DEIR (Pg. 7) states “With
implementation of Mitigation Measures 5,7-1 through 5.7-7, direct impacts to sensitive
habitaly would be reduced to below a level of significance.” The DEIR (Pg. 8) further

8.35

8.36

3

DEIR page 5.5.3 states that “verification™ of the completed specilfic

* records search is required, not that the search would only be completed

after project approval but prioe to the start of construction, as indicated
in this comment. The site specific records scarch has already been
conducted, therefore prior to the start of construction verification of
the completed search would be given to ihe Mitigation Monitoring
Coordinator, as specified in Mitigation Measure 5.5-1, The probability
of discovery during grading activities is discussed in tlie existing
conditions of Section 5.5.

Mitigation Measure 5.5-1 is required for the entire project site and
offsite sewer improvement. Project impacts such as depth of excavation
are discussed on pages 5.5-1 and 5.5-2. As the DEIR has identified
potentiai significant impacts and provided adequate mitigation, impacts
are appropriately determined to be below a level of significance alter
mitigation. '

‘This conunent is noted,
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8.37 [:

1 8.38

i

8.39

8.40

8.41

slates “Implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.7-8 through 3.7-1 | would reduce direct
impacts to sensitive species to below  level of significance.”

1t Is apparent that the DEIR assumes thai Mitigation Measures will jestors the disturbed
area(s). Since the DEIR (Pg. 5.7-2) states “1t should be noted that the Diegan coastal -
sage scrub located slong the north and western borders of Rose Creek are past of s -
previous restoration project, then the DEIR must address and ansbyze the succesy of the
previous restoration project. In addition, the Diegan coastal sege scrub locsted at the
southeastern corner of the study area is n restoration area,™

The DEIR acknowledgee that a previous restoration erea curvently exists in the proposed
praject area but it fails to analyze the success and/or failure of previous restoration,

eleven veg itits, B2 plent species, five sensitive plant species,
fourieen apecies of birds, the majority of habitat onsite categorized as wetland, and the
fact that Rose Canyon funciions as & wildlife corridor, the DEIR is insufficient because it
does not address or analyze in detail how these environmental existing conditions wili be
protected and furthered by the Mitigation Measures proposed.

The DEIR not only needs to adequately sddress the issue of whether the proposed project
would resuld in impacts 1o sensitive habitats or wildtife corridars, but it needs to measuce
how well past_miliplion has protected this ecea. -

The DEIR (PR. 5.7-9) states "The desent cottontail was the only mammalian species
detected onuite, likely due to the fact that most native mammal species aro primarily
nocturnal And not easily observed during diurnal surveys.™ Sinee it is imponant to know
exactly how many wildlife species could be affected by thit project, the DEIR is deficient
becauae no surveys were done at the approptiate tinve, dusk of evening, No explanation
for this is given in the DEIR.

‘The DEIR {Pg. 5.7-17) states “No focused protocol surveys were performed for the
constal California gnateaicher, however previous surveys in the ares identified two
male/femnle pain epproximately 0.5 mile west of the study arca in Rose Canyon
therefore, Lhe gnatcatcher detected onsite is suspected to be » dispersing juvenile.”

The DEIR is insufficient because no {ocused protocol surveys were performed and the
DEIR does not state the reasons why thesa surveys were not done which would have
updated the current conditions of the project area.

The DEIR (Pg. 5.7-28) states “A small population of decumbent goldenbush is focated
within the construction esssment of Alignment #3, near Mgnhole #5.” The DEIR alse
stales “Diecumbent goldenbush doss not have a federal or state listing; however, ithaaa
CNPS mung of List 1B, which is classified as mre or cndnugqed in California snd

re. However, decumby t goldenbush is 100 common in San Diego County
(pnrnnnly within mid and south county) to warrant a CNPS listing status, and should be
deleted (Reiser 2001). In addition this variety is not addressed within the Jepson Manual

8.37

8.38

8.39

8.40

Pleasc refer {o response to comment 87.22. The miligation sile achieved
the 5-year success criteria in 1999 and the DEIR adequately describes
the present environmental setting and impacts to the mitigation site.

As indicated in the MSCP Consistency discussion on page 45-48 of the
Biological Resources Report (Appendix H), the project is an allowed,
compatible use within the MHPA as it is in compliance with the Subarea
Plan’s General Planning and Design Guidelines. As described on page
46 and 47 under the Policies section, the project has been redesigned
such that impacts are minimized to the greatest extent possible and
mitigation measures have been proposed {o reduce impacts toa

level below significance and thus protect the existing environmental
conditions. In addition, the mitigation site would be protected via the
implementation of the Protection and Notice Element and Management
Element sections of the biology repott (page 61),

Wildlife corridor impacts are discussed in Section 5.7.2 of the EIR. As
diseussed in responsc to comment 8.37, the performance of other project
mitigation aclivities is outside the scope of the subject project.

Biological inventories arc generally subject to various limitations, as
stated on page t4 within the General Survey Limitations section of
Appendix H. However. literature reviews {previous projects within
Rosc Canyon) and CNDDB searches were performed to compensate {or
potential Himitations. Per page 36, Thresholds of Significance section,
“The goal of this analysis is to identify potential impacts of the offsite
sewer project to sensitive biological resources and to other significant
biological resources as determined by the CEQA process.” Based on
the on-site conditions, litetature review, and CNDDB searches, the
project biologists prepared Tables 4-7, Present/Potentially present
sensitive specics. Thus, based on the tesulls additional surveys werce not
required to achieve the goal of the biological document. The biological
report addresses impacts to sensitive species on the following pages:

44 (Sensitive Species Impacts), 45 (Wildlife Corridor Impacts/Indirect
Impacis), 47 (Lighting/Noise), and 48 {Invasives/Drainage and Toxics).
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8.41

Coastal California Gnatcatchers (CAGN) are known to be located within
and adjacent 1o the study area as stated on page 30 of Appendix H. Thus,
this species is assumed to be present at Lhe site. The biology report has
addressed this issue by including the last mitigation measure on page

55 and Mitigation Mcasure 5.7-8 of the DEIR. This mitigation measure
applies regardless of whether the CAGN is actually present, because
presence is assumed. Protocol-level surveys may be required in order
to demonstrate, to the satisfaction of wildlife protection agencies, the
absence of a species. Because the presence of the species is assumed

in this case, protocol-level surveys would not provide meaningful
information.
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(Hickmarn 1993). Therefare, the loss of a smat] population consisting of scven plants is
not expected 1o be a significant loas.”

The DEIR does not adequately define the Jocation of the decumbent goldenbush within
San Diego County. [s the project area located in the mid or south county; or is it
considered north county?

Whether or not the decumbent goldenbush should be deleted or not from the CNPS
listing is not relevant to the DEIR study. The DEIR's purpose is to anatyze whether the
propased project would result in a reduction in the nuntber of any unique, rare,
endangered, aensitive, or Rilly protected species of plarts or animaly, -

The DEIR dots oot adequately study or analyze whether or not the reduction of seven
plants is significant or not. The DEIR assumes because the status of this species is poorly
understood and sdditional tixonomic work is necessary to nssess the different varicties
that a more in depth analysis is not necessary.

The DEIR (Pg. 5.7-10) states “Acconding to SANDAG GIS data, the offsite sewer is pant
of a Core Resource Area. Rose Canyon functions as & wildlife corridor supporting
movement of individusls from within Rose Canyon to open space eastward and into San
Clemente Canyon and vice versa (Figure 5.7-4)." The DEIR {Pg. $.7-22) also states
“Instaltation of tha sewer acrom the tributary dreinage under Optionn 28 (1) or 2B (2) .
could affect wildlife movement to and from Rose Canyon.” The DEIR (Pg.5.7-22)
further states "Althoogh the tributary leadtng into Rose Creek supports movement of
individuats, from the tributary to Ross Canyon, the tributery is bound 1o the north by
residentiat development and thus is ppt congidersd 1o be located within the main wildlife
corridor.”

The nbove statements contradict each other. Because "the impact of the offsite sewer on
the MHP A area is considered significant” (DEIR, Pg. 5.7-21), the DEIR myust be accurate
with statements made when trying ko mitigate or svoid significant imypacts,

RE: 3.8 Higtorica] Regources
‘The DEIR (Pg. 5.8-1) states “The project site is 4 graded, paved lot, and there aro no
cultural resources onsite, therefpre no analysis of the project site was prepared,”

With reference to the existing conditions and history of Rose Canyon, the DEIR states
(Pg 3.8-1) “Governor Caspar de Poriala and Friar Francisco Junipero Sera were the first
Europezn expiorers of Rose Canyos and in 1759, noted that thers was a large Native
Ametican population in the area,”

The DEIR (Pg. 5.8-2) states “This site (CA-SDI-4956) appears to have been destroyed by
the development of University City High School.”

§.42

§.43

The biological report {Appendix HY addresses impacts to decumbent
goldenbush on page 44, 1st paragraph under the Sensitive Species
Impacts scction. Per CEQA (page 36 of the Biological Resources), a
project may have a significant effect on the environment it “The project
has the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the cnvirenment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish and wildlife species, cause a
fish ot wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten
to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the numnber or restrict
the range of an endangered, rare or threatened species, or eliminale
important examples of the major periods of Catifornia history or
prehistory.” :

The loss of seven individuals would not theeaten to eliminate the plant
community or reduce the number or restrict the range of the specics

and is therefore not considered a significant impact. However, the
revegetation palette includes [socoma. The sceds to be used would

be collected locally. Afier review of the project site on maps, the site
would be considered to be located within the boundary between mid and
south county. Subsequent to public review af the DEIR, the applicant
has agreed to undertake a one-time transplantation of any decumbent
goldenbush within the disturbance area of the sewer work, using the best
available practices under the supervision of a restoration biologist (see
FEIR page 5.7-28).

As stated on page 36 (2nd paragraph) of the biological report (Appendix
H), impacts within the MHPA are considered signilicant. However,

all project impacts would be reduced to a level below significance.

The tributary leading into Rose Creck is bordered to the north by
development; thus, is not considered lo be located within the main
wildlife corridor. The project impacts would be reduced to a level
below significance as described on page 45 within the Wildlife Corridor
Impacts section of the DEIR.
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The DEIR, (Pg. 3.8-2) states “Thiy site (CA-8DI-8087) appears to have been destroyed by
urtan development.”

Given the fact that a large Native American population was known to [ive in the ares and
that the project site will remove 593,000 cubic yards of soil, and that historical sites have
airendy been destrayed in the ares, the DEIR i3 insufficient because it assurnes thet,
because the project site is a paved lot, that no cultural resousces could be found ohsite.
The DEIR needs to identify 2nd analyze historic maps to determine if early historic
resources exist or existed on the project site

With regards to the offsite sewer improvements nssociated with the project, (IJEIR, Pg, |
35.8-6) "[Alarchacological site CA-SDI-12556 remaing largely undisturtied,” The DEIR
{Pg. 5.8-6} states “In order fo minimize disturbance to the resource, the sewer line would
be instaited by jacking and boring beneath the railroad line and site CA-SDI-12356,"
The DPLR also states, “The finaf determination a8 10 the impact of the relocation of the
sewer on this archaeology site cannot be determined until final design. In the absence of
precise information relating to the effect of jacking and boring on CA-SDI-12556, it is
essumed the impact would be significant given the fact the site is considered significant
under CEQA Quidelines.”

The DEIR is insufficient in that it puts off unti} afler project approval the data recovery
program which will include only up to 15 percent of the area to be impacted and that the
arca in which data recovery occurs shall be based on the finat sewer improvement plans,
The DEIR in jnsuficiznt botause the qualified archaeolugist wili not review the final
construction plan to determine the eres of potential impact until the project is approved.

The DEIR does not verify or discuss ptior 10 project approval the idemtification and
analysis of potential impacts of the relocation of the sewer because determination cannot
be realized until final desisn The identification and analysis of potential impacts of the
retocation of the sewcr is uaenn:l given the fact that the DEIR (Pg. 5.1-19) states
“Historical R I are intended to preserve, protect, and if needed, restore
the historical resources of San Diego.” Futther, historical resources include important
archacological siles and traditional cultural properties even if limiled encroachment is
ellowed, The DEIR does not identify or analyze sulliciently whether or not the
relocation of the sewer will be limited in nature or subrstantial

'The DEIR (Pg. 5.1-20) states “Development may be permitted to enetoach into areay
containing important archaeological sites if y to achicve s reasonable
development ares, with up te 25 percent encroachmeat into any important archaeofogical
site allowed.”

The DEIR is insufficient wilh tegards to acceptable encroachment because it does not
deline “remsenable developmont” and the y to rnitigats for the pariial
potential loss of the resource a3 a condition of approval using a Neighborhood
Development Permit or Site Development Permit is not studied prior 10 project approvel.
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As indicated on page 2-1 of the DEIR, the area beneath the proposed
development site has been previously mass graded. Any resources that
may have been present on the site would have been removed during the
prior grading operations, Thus, Section 5.8 of the DEIR appropriately
concludes thal no cultural resources are located on the developinent site.

It is standard procedure at the City to require that salvage and/or
protection of up to 15% identified resources oceur afler circulation of
the EIR and project approval but prior to issuance of any permit {(¢.g.
grading pennit) that could result in direct impacts to the resources. The
sewer relocation is shown n Figure 5.7-3B. Regardless of whether

the area of effect is considered to be limited or substantial, the EIR

has identified significant impacts to cultural resources and proposed

a mitigation program to reduce the impacts to below a evel of
significance. .

The encroachment allowance provided by the Environmentally Sensilive
Lands Regulations relative to the archaeology site is addressed on page
5.1-25 of the DEIR where it is concluded that the encroachment would
not exceed the 40 percent allowance which includes the additional 15%
because the sewer line is considered an essential public service.
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RE; 3.9 Alr Osajity

The Giroux report on pages 18 and 19 forecast jower levels of ROG and CO emissions in
2011 and 2012. These forecasts are not addressed in detail in the DEIR and mote
analysis iy needed to substantiate the above forecast. The DEIR s |muﬂ'c1ent becsuse
the health effects related to, aggravation of respiratory and cardio

irritation of the eyes, impairment of wd:o-pulmona:y function, and plant leaf i lrl.ju.l'y arg
not fully and completely discussed or analyzed,

The DEIR i3 insafficient because the conclusions left out the Alc Quality »ignificant
impacts of CO and ROG based on questionable traffic assumptions. Any additional
traffic trips will cause firther degradation of sir quality and will be detrimental to the
heatth of current and Futurs residents, workers and visitors. No finsncial ovemriding
considerations can mitigaie the health of alf residents in the University City commundty.

The DEIR {Pg. 5.9-8) states “Otutite dissel-powered cmstruction equipment would create
gascous and particulate tailpipe emissions that are not regulated by smog control rates
such as for on-rond sources. Recent new rules for off-road equipment have been adopted,
but they #pply to fisture tew cquipment purchases and not to the historical ofF-road
equipment likely to be used during site grading for the proposed project.”

‘The DEIR (Pg. 5.9-8) states “Emissions from onsits heavy equipment operations would
not exceed the daily emissions activity significance thresholds,”

The DEIR {Pg. 5.9-9) states “PM-1{ emissions would approach, but not exeeed the
thresholds.”

The DEIR is inadequate because is does not acknowledge that the use of alicrnative
fueled equipment could be used to teduce emissions even more. The DEIR does not
require that 90-day-low-NOx tune ups for off road equiptnent be required during grading
and constiuction which woald reduce emissions, The DEIR does not limit the allowable
idling 1o five mimutes for trucks and heavy equipment witich would reduce emissions,
These requirements would result in air emissions reduction that would Hmit the short
term impacts of exhaust. The DEIR is insufticient with these regards bacause it does not
nddress these controls or their pessibility. Combined daily emissions during grading and
construction that would be genersted by the proposed project and the proposed sewer
project improvement need to be examined in more detail because approaching but not

dirtg the thresholds i significant,

With regards to finishing the buildings which include application of paint and outdoor
architectural contings, the DEIR is insufficient because s detsiled deseription of
compliance with the VOC costing limitations is not given. The DEIR (Pg. 5.9-10) siates
“Although ROG emissions are shown to exceed the daily threshold, adherence to Rule 67
would reduce emissions to lesa than the threshold.” Rule 67 is not stated in the DEIR.
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Lower emission levels are the result of improvements to automobile
emmission controls which are mandated by federal regulations and the
removal of older, less efficient cars from the roadways.

The number of trips generated by the proposed project would be minor in

_ tenins of the automobile emissions already occurring in the community.

As discussed on pages 5.9-10 and 11 of the DEIR, mobile-source
emissions levels would not result in significant emissions levels.

As discussed above, no direct impacts would oceur from the project,
Although the traffic forecast assumptions are considered appropriate, any
change would not translate into a substantial change in the effect ol the
project’s automobile cmissions.

The construction emissions generated by the proposed project do not
warrant project-specific mitigation measures. City staff agrecs that the
suggested measures may reduce emissions. However, mitigation can
only be reguired to reduce significant impacts. As no sigoificant impact
was identificd, the City cannot impose these measures,

Rule 67 was cstablished by the San Diego Air Pollution Control District
1o reduce the amount of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) relcased
into the air during application of architectural coatings such as paint.
The rule states:

Excépl as provided in Subscctions (h)(2), (d¥2), (d)(3), and {d}(5), no
person shall:
(i) manufacture, blend, or repackage for sale within San Dicgo
County;
(iiy  supply, sell, or effer for salc within San Diego County. ar
(iii)  solicit fur application or apply within San Diego County,
any architectural coating with a VOC content in excess
of the corresponding limits specificd in Table I afler the
specified effective dates.

Rule 67 (see Table below) does not require the use of pre-coated building
materials. Nor docs it state a miniinum quantity of paint which may be
applied per unit. The use of HPLV paint applicators is nol mandated.

Up to 200 grams per liter of VOC is allowed lor paint. No standard is
cstablished by Rule 67 for ROG.
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' Table 1 YOU Sinodards
Effecibvy Effective Elferilve
(Dute of Ad»rlhh} 11111003 /11004
. Limn" Limpt"? Limi'
Coaling Categetiey Ibigw] (g} ibigni @M | Ivgsl | _{eM)
Ueneru] Coslings: .
Flat Coatings . 250 [X] (100
Honflst Coutlngs 3§ {250) 1.3 (156}
Nonfist Continga — High Gioyy 3 {250)
Specinity Coatlngs: o [ o
Antenns Coslings A4 330
Aniifouling Coatingr 3 (460}
Biteminous Roof Contings X (300}
Htum| Roof Primens FE] (330}
Bond Breskers .9 [EET]
| Cleer Woed Coutlnge:
Clear Drushing Laegquer . 5.1 (680)
| Lacquers EY) 080} 48 {530}
{includizty lncquer vanding
seabens) :
Sanding Senters 46 (5303 FE] {330}
{other than lzcquer randing
aealers) '
Yarnlsher 19 (130
Cancretd Cult g Tompuands ) 35
Dry Fog Coatings .3 400}
[ Friux Finiibing Coaings 9 i
Fire Realstive Contings L9 330)
Fira Retardant Coatings:
Claar 34 (650) ° '
Opague 2. {350)
Floos Coatings 5 (400) EAN {230}
Flaw Contings . (420
| Ferm-Release ounds § (250)
GOrephic Arta Cosllngs {Slgn Paint) . 00)
High Tempersture Contlngs E 550} EX] “an
Industrial Maintenance Contings .3 420 2.1 {230)
Low-Sollds Coutlngs 9 '?_“).J
| _._ Magnesite Comeni Costings {600} LN ] 450)
| Mustlc Texture Contbrigs 2 {300)
Meallle Pigmemed Contirige 4. {300}
Muttl-Color Ceatings 4, {300} . {130}
Pre-Trentment Wash Primers . {700} - {420)
| Primen, Sealers, and Undercottens X [EETT) . {200}
Quick-Dry Enumely . {400y 3 (250)
Quilck-Dry Primvers, Sealers,
Undercoaters 44 (525) 1.7 (200}
bed Coml; 2. {250)
Roef Contings 2, (300 Fi) {330
Rust Proventstive Contings ER {400}
Shellacs:
Clear &1 (230) .
Opsque 46 (350)
Specialty Primery, Sonlers, and
| Undercomters 19 (350
Staing 19 [REL) 11 [eEl)]
Swimming Pool Coatlngs 54 (650) 23 (340)
’ Swimming Paol Kepalr &
Maintonaace Costlngs 54 630, 21 (40)
Tenpectturs-indlestor Safoty
Contlng A5 {30)
o ™ Fraific Myrking Comlinga A Gs) | 131 (1w
: [ Warproofing Sexiin 13 400} TTRA ] (290) |
Waterproofing ConccelarMasonry
Sealers 3.3 {400}
Weod Preservatives 1.9 (339)
! Reraine In 2 bt wmiest ravised [eria arv indicaied In vbseguent coliet, Toe VO camtrm llnlz ks faco acoooel B
“Masaryererer’s Maciwors Thinakog Recommendaion,” K ary,
'[prir;.vdlnmmp- Jpetion (or grat YOC per ilist) of costing. m applied beas wser, excpd compownde, mnd cotoras. added
'%w::u Timha e sxpreasod I povads 6f YO oo gation (o prami of YD per Rerf of couting. o applied, hncloding wikor snd
g cempaands. -
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Does Rule 67 require that the project applicant prepare a paint phasing plan stimulating
that & maximum of 100 gallons of low VOC paint be applied to the dwelling units per
day?

Does Rule 67 require using pra-costed building materials? Does it require vsing high
pressure-low volume (HPLV) paint applicators with fifty percent efficiency? And does it
require using jower volatility flat pain with 100 gramy of ROG per liter or less?

BE; 5,10 Hvdcology

The Hydrology section of the DEIR (Pg. 5.10-5) states “The existing storm drain plans
indicate n design flow of 8.9 cfs through the project site; thereforo development of the
site would increase the peak runoff rate by roughly 9.7 cfs.”

The proposed project will discharge additional poflutats into an slrcady inpaired water
body, and yet the DEIR. fails to sufficiently analyze the extent of the increased polluiant
discharge created by the proposed project end the cumulstive effect on the environment.

H I

The DEIR (Pg. 5.11-1) states “Surface water quality in the Miramar HA is considered 1o
be poor due to urban runoff related to sutomobite discharge of hydrocarbons (il and
grease) as well s antifreeze, tire rubber and hetvy metals from buke hnmgn. Howgver,
the surface watef i3 not considered seriously degraded ™

The DEIR (Pg 5.11-1) states “The Mirmmar HA ultimately drains into Mission Bay.
Mission Bay is listed on the EPA’s 303(d) lm of_rnggmm;m In addition, the
mouth of Rose Canyon was listed for and lead

Pr

[ The DEIR sites the above existing conditions but does not define or edequately discuss
the verbiage "pooe”, “impaired waterways” or why the “surface water is not comsidered
scriously degraded.” The DEIR does nod evaluate these currens conditions with regards
to the proposed projects addition of sutomobiles and how the additional autornebiles will
impact the environment.

With regards to the Basin Plan (Pg. 5,11-2) which provides watet quality objectives and
identifies beneficinl uses for purfhoe waters within the Miramar E1A, the DEIR atates
“The only potential beneficiz] use for ground watey in the vieinity of the project is
industrial service supply.”™ It then states, “In addition to the beneficial uses for surface
watey within the project ares, the ultimeie destination of surface runoff from the project,
Mission Bay, has & number of beneficiel uses including an emphasis on recreation and
wildlife resources including marine life.”

The DEIR states that Mission Bay is au impaired waterway and that the only potential
use for ground whiter in the project vicinity is industrial service supply.

8.52

8.53

The discussion of potential urban pollutants contained in the EIR is
consistent with the potential for itmpact,

The project would be required to comply with all state and local
stormwater regulations. In compliance with the standards through the
project elements described within the EIR would preciude direct and
cumulatively considerable water quality impacts.
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L (Copyright 2000) defines “ground
water” a8 “the water beneath the surt‘m of the ground, the source of spring and well
water (Pg. 581).” Ths DEIR defines “surface water” as urban runoff refated to rain but it
doea ot define “ground water™ nor does it discuss this condition, These two terms are
not aynonymous for they do not Imply the same idea. Ground water (8 not part of the
Basin Plan water quality objectives. The DEIR discusses surface water beneficial uses
not grourd water but the DEIR concludes that there is a potential ground water bneficial
uae in the project vicinity.

Further, the DEIR (Pg. 5.11-2) concludes “beneficial uses™ for surface water within the
project area, yet does pot identify them. The DEIR does recognize that the “ultimate
destination of surface runoff™ is Missiont Bay which app: by has & number of
beneficial uses “including an emphasis on recreation and wildlife resources including
marine life” oven though the DEIR acknowledges Mission Bay iy an impaired wateromy,

The DEIR (Pg. 5.11-6) states "Long-term use of the property would generate potential
water pollutants relesed to the use of pesticides and herbicides on [andscape areas, trash
and rutomobile by-products such as oil, grease, brake linings and fuel. These materials
woutld be picked up in runoff and discharged into downstream areas and, ultimately
Mission Bay, wher they would coniribute to existing water poliutant levels which
adversaly affect h plants, and animal iated with the bay.”

The DEIR {Pg. 5.11-7) states "Significant long-term water quality impacts would be
pexiuded through adherence to State and City water quality standards and -
implementation of the controls identified in the project’s Water Quality Technical Report
{Appendix L)

These mandated controlt de not prectude the creation of runoff poltution. 1f they did,
Mission Bay would not be considered an impaired water body today. The DEIR fails (o
sufficiently analyze the extent of the increased pollutant runoff cma!cd by the proposed
praject and the cumulstive effect on the envirorment,

HE ifigni

The DEIR (Pg. 5.12-5) states “Although the relative riak of geologic hazards at the
project site are indicated to be nominal or low, the scope and location of the project
warrant an evetuation as contained in this section.”

The DEIR (Pg. 5.12-3) states “The project site and ofTsite sewer ares are considered to be
m_g_mggﬂ_v;u_mm 23 is most of aonthem Cllifonuu. lnd is hkﬂﬂﬂ_bﬁ

B8%i9 g during eot. No active,
pommnlly-mlwe ar lmctwe frutts u'e kmvm to ens’. on the su.e 0: mjhs_mm
yiginify. und none were observed during the field investigation.™

According 1o Geocon, Inc., which {3 the geotechnical consultant for the proposed project,
states (Pg. 1 May 17, 2005 Report) "The study erea for the offsite sewer line extends

8.54

8.55

As discussed on DEIR page 5.11-2, the only beneficial use for
groundwater in the area is industrial service supply, according to
the Basin Plan. As this use does not depend on the quality of the
groundwater, no further analysis is required.

The comment that application of mandatory urban runoff controls to new
development would not aveid impacts to Mission Bay is true. However,

this is primarily due to the amount of existing urban runoff sources

which arc not subject Lo recent laws and regulations.
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approximately 3,200 fiset 1o the north, 4,000 feet to the south, 1,400 feet to the cast, and
850 feet to the west.”

The DEIR, (Pg. 5.12-5) states “Located approxitately three miles west of the site and 2.5

miles from the offsite sewet itnprovement, the Rose Capyon Fault is

agtive fault” The DEIR also siates “The resulty of the seismicity analysis indicate that

Rose Canyon Fault Zone is the dominant source of potential ground motion at thé site.

The Rose Canyon Fault hay a maximum credible (upper bound) Magnitude of 7.2 and is
idered to be rep ive of the potential for seitmic ground shaking within the

property.”

Acuonimgto the study conducted by Geocon, Inc. (Pg. 4 May 17, 2005 Study)

es that might occur on the Rose Cenyon Fault or other faults within the
southern California and northern Baja California area ere potential generators of’
significant ground motion at the site.” The report also siates “The results of the
scigmicity analyses indicate that the Rose Catiyon Fault iy the dominant source of
patential ground motion at the site™

The DEIR is insufficient with regasds fo the evalustion of the relative risk(s) of geologic
hazards because the DEIR contradicts facta. The project site and offsite sewer area ate in
a seismically-sctive ares (Roae Cenyon Fault) and the DEIR deternined that the project
sito was not in the immediate vicinity of a potentially-sctive fault. '

The DEIR is insufficient because it does not analyze the ¢ffccls of a 7.2 magnitude
carthquake on the proposed project, nor does it compare the proposed development in
accordance with the Community Plan for a 400-room hotel. The proposed project intends
1o build 4 towers ranging from 32 to 34 stories whereas the community plan
would be a 14 story hotel. The DEIR does not address at all the building structure
differences when discussing if the proposed project expoeses peopls of property to
geologic hazards such an earthquakes,

The City’s significance thresholdy and geologic impacts (DEIR, Py, 5.12-6) does state
that potsntial significant impects to “people™ and “structures™ needy to be anelyzed.
There is no such analysis, the DEIR only states (Pg. 5.12-6) “Expose prople or strucmies
to geo]ogic haxerds such aa earthguakes, landtlides, mudatides, ground failurs or sinyilar

I order for the proposed project andfor its allematives to be adopted in place of the
development in mocordance with the amowd Community Plan, the significant potential
impacty such us carthquakes which require the decision maker o make the finding that
the overlll pmject is Accepiable duplw significant impacts becaure of specific overriding

must be d, analyzad, end substantisted in the record. This
criterion cannot be met becauss the DEIR does not address how the significant effect of
an earthquake might be avoided or mitigated sufficiency. There is no discuasion in the
DEIR with regards to proper engineering design and wtilization of standard construction
practices,
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The DEIR on page 5.12-5 states that “The project site and offsite sewer
area are considered to be in a scismically-active arca...”, and that no
active faults are located within the immediate vicinity of the project as
the nearest fault, Rose Canyon Fault, is located approximately 3 miles
west of the site and 2.5 miles from the offsite sewer improvement.

As discussed in Section 5.12, earthquake design in accordance with

the Uniferm Building Code requirements would safcguard the project
against major structural faifures. Uniform Building Codes are required
regardless of the height of the building. The DEIR includes a discussion
of the risk of carthquakes or other seismic events at the site, (DEIR,
Section 5.12). The commenter is correct that a magnitude of 7.2 is
considered the maximum credible magnitude earthquake at the site. The
project would be designed to withstand an carthquake. (DEIR, p. 5.12-
7).

A detailed analysis of this issue is not necessary, because the project is
required to comply with the Uniform Building Code. As stated on page
5.12-7, “earthquake design in accordance with the currently adopled
Uniform Buitding Code would safeguard the project against major
structural failures and loss of life.”

As discussed in response to comment 8.57, the project would conform

to the requirements of the Uniform Building Code (UBC), which require
proper engineering design and utilization of standard construction
practices. ‘The threat of seismic activity on the project site is not
sulficiently high to expect that the standard UBC requircments would not
be adequale.
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Even though it is recognized that ssinmic design of the proposed structures should be
performied in accordance with the Uniform Building Code (UBC) guidelines currently
adapted by the City of San Diego, the purpose of the DEIR is to identify and snalyze the
possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of 1he
proposed project might be avoided or mitigated.

The final determination 24 to the impact of an earthquake cannot be determitied until final
design which is put off until project approval even though the DEIR ascertsins thas the
potential exists.

The DEIR (Pg. 5.12-6) states *The potentiat for liquefaction and seismicaliy-induced
settlement exists for the southern portion of the oﬂ'slhe sewer area within the alluvium.”

The DEIR (Pg. 5.12-7) stares “Liguefaction could oceur in alluvium located along the
southern portion of the offsite sewer line.”

According to Geocon, Inc. (P, 1 May 17, 2005 Report) “Based on our review of
referenced documents and observations during our site reconnaissance, the offsite sewer
study area is updetain by aliuyium and formational materinis of the Lindavista and
Scripps Formationy.”

The Gieocon, Inc. report states (Pg.5 May i7, 2005 Report) "Liquefaction typicatly occurs
when & site is located in & zone with seistitic activity, onsite s0il is cohesionlere,
groundwater is encountered within 50 feet of the surface, and soil relative densities are
tess than about 70 peroent, If all four previous criteria are met, a scismic event could
resull in a mpid pore-waler pressure increase from the earthquake-generated ground
acceterations. Tho poteatial for liquelfaction and scismically induced settlement
occurring within the sitc soil exists at the southem portion of the afte within the
eliuviam.™

Given that the DEIR acknowledges that the offsite sewer study aren is underlain by
alhuvium and that the potential for liquefaction exists af the southert portion of the site
within the aituvium, the DEIR does not sufficiently or specifically address aty
mitigation, monitoring, andfor reporting that would ensure that the potential direct
itnpacts of an earthquake would be less than significant.

RE: 813 Lizht, Glare and Shading

The DEIR fails 1o quantify the extent to which the open space that needs 10 be provided
by the Project (112,000 f.* total, 80,000 ft.* usable) is shadowed by the buildings — the
buildings are tall and the space between them is narrow {viz the so-called pocket park?);
therefore, it ia likely that the usability of this open-space will be signifcantly interfered
with by the shadow cast by the buildings. The DEIR needs to provide » caleulation of the
total titrte that this spece will be exposed to the sum during the day. Thit analyxis nesds to
be provided for all project alternatives, 35 stories, 30 storics, and 21 storics. The usability

21

8.60

8.61

The offsite sewer would be constructed in accordance with City
standards. The design would incorporate elements (c.g., double ball
joints) to help the pipeline withstand carth movement. Adherence to City
design standards would preclude impacts; therefore, no mitigation is
necessary.

Please refer to response to comment 8.34. CEQA does not require that
project alternatives be analyzed at an equal level of detail. It is self
evident that structures with fewer stories would create less shading than
that shown in Figures 5.13-1 through 5.13-3.
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8.67

8.68

8.69

of the open-space will also be significantly affected by the air movement (wind tunnel
eifect) arpund and between the tal] buildings. These two effects, shadowing and
excessive wind disturbance, combined, will render the required usable open space
unusable. This combined effect needs to be investigated in depth. The wind tunnel effect
in combiration with the noise impacts will degrade the open space requirement making
the project unable to meet the City’s requirement of usable, public open space. .

RE: 5.14 Enscgy Conseryation

The Monte Verde EIR “Table of Contents” (Pg. i) lista Energy Conservation as 5,14, yet
thers iy po Eoergy Conservation section in the DETR hard copy provided, thus the UCPG
Executive Committee iy unable to review and comment,

RE: 6,0 Cumulative Imgucty

The DEIR (Pg. 5-39) states “Cumulative impacts found not 1o be significant: Land use,
water quality, visual effects/neighborhood character, noise, air quality, geologic
conditions, paleontological resources, hydrology, energy conservation, light, glare and
shading, biological resources, and historical resources. Project would result [n direct
impacts to some of these, but be mitigated w below significance.”

The Draft EIR fails to scknowledge and glosses over the cumulative impacts that this
popozed project and aliertatives will have 1o the neighborhiood character due to the

ive heights of these buildings as in contrast to (he surounding buildingy. This will
forever change the character of North UC.

The Draft EIR glosses over the fact and ignores that this project will add hundreds of new
residents in an area that already falls short of the City standard in neighborhood parks and
tibrary services.

The Druft EIR glosses over the cumulative impacts that the 3-12 year construction of this
project will have on this community ss to traffic, 83 many of the traffic (ssues will be

itigated. 1t frils 1o add traffic in regards to the compiction of the
Sewer project on Genesee Ave.

i 1.0 m

‘This praject will permit densities which far over exceed what is ellowed in the UCP
which i3 45-75 dwacre to 168dwacre. This will open the door for further density
increases which this community can not handle. This area already has high density, The
DEIR fails 1o address this.

In conctusion, if the EIR. i3 to be used in selecting an altemative, then Findings and a
Statement of Overriding Considerations, if appropriats, should be presented for each
peaject altermative studied in conjunction with the distribution of the Final EIR. The
Findings should include the cost and funding source (example: Fire Stations) associated

n

8.62

8.63

8.64

8.65

8.66

8.67

Please refer to responses to comuments 8.14 and 8,34,

Please refer Lo responses to comments 8.14, 8.34, 87,12 and 87.15.

The energy section was inadvertently omitted from the printed copies of
the DEIR which were distributed for public review; this chapter was on
the CD version of the DEIR which was provided to the UCPG. Altheugh
the energy section does not identify any substantial new information or
new significant impacts, the City did send the energy section to all of
those who received the printed copy to give them a chance to comment
on its contents. The recipients were given 14 calendar days to provide
any comments to the City. During that time, no public comments were
received.

DEIR page 6-1 states, “Cumulatively considerable means that the
incremental effects of an individual project would be considerable

when viewed in connection with the effects of past, current or probable
projects.”  As discussed in Section 3.3, the project would have a direct
significant unmitigable impact on neighborhood character because the
proposed building heights would exceed those in the surrounding arca.
However, as discussed in Section 6.2.2, no similar height buildings exist
in the immediate area, and none are proposed in the area. Therefore, the
height of the project would not be viewed in connection with buildings
of similar height as none exist, and no cumulative height impacts are
expected to occur.

Please refer to response to comment 10.4. All cumulative projects would
pay fees for parks and libraries. No physical impacts would occur.

The traffic analysis did not assume any phasing, therefore the 2005
analysis assumes trips for all four buildings. Construction traffic would
be less than operational tralfic, therefore the near-lerm analysis more
than assumes construction traffic. As discussed in DEIR Section 6.1.1,
significant cumulative traffic impacts to intersections and ramp meters
are identified. Cumulative impacts to interscclions are reduced to below
a level of significance by Mitigation Measure 5.2-1. Cumulative impacts
to metered [teeway onramps are reduced by Mitigation Measure 5.2-2,
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but not to below a level of significance. Therclore, the DEIR identifics
significant and unmitigable traffic impacts to tralfic at metered freeway
onramps.

The replacement of the existing 107 and 127 sewer ling with an 18™
sewer line would require detailed traffic control plans {0 manage
construction refated traffic. The sewer line is located under the Lravel
lanc adjacent to the raised median, necessitaling the need to close that
lane, plus an additional arca for staging of construction equipment,
Genesee Avenue is a mmajor street, so this type of construction requires
that work occur outside of the commute hours. Typically this type of
work needs to occur between 8:30 am to 3:30 pm. The construction of
a sewer line is anticipated {o take approximately six months and would
require the following construction workers and equipment:

Employees - 10 to 12 maximum,

2 track-~type 100,000 Ib. excavator,

1 -3 172 cy rubber tired loader,

track type loader for Rose Canyon,

waler truck for Rose Canyon (1),

two (2} end dumps (trucks),

two (2) crew trucks (2 ton flat beds),

street sweeper,

area for stockpile of material (gravel and materials), and
. construction trailer and storage of supplies/equipment.

" 8 8 & 4 & & & &

The construction would likely be staged in increments that can be
completed each day. For instance 100 to 200 foot work zones would
be constructed each day. The roadway would first be trenched, then
temporary sewer connections would be made at either end of the
construction zone, then the existing line would be removed or capped.
the new line would be installed and reconnected, and then the trench
would be filled and the street would be opened to traffic,

The traffic associated with this amnount of equiptient and construction
workers would not be substantial, especially given that the work

would need to occur outside of the typical commute hours. As a single
construction truck causes more burden on roadways system than a
single passenger car, traffic engineers have devised a way to comparably
analyze construction truck traffic, A passenger car equivalency (PCE)
of 1.5 is used 10 convert the number of truck trips to vehicle trips.
Assuming three trips per employee (36 Average Daily Traffic (ADT))
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8.68

3.69

and 90 round trip deliveries and/or moving of equipment each day, the
total cstimate of daily construction trips is about 130 ADT. The 130
ADT would be added to the 711 ADT for construction traffic associated
with the buildings, for a total of 841 ADT. The addition of 130 ADT
for construction traffic related to the offsite sewer does not change the
conclusion of the DEIR that while the construction-related traffic would
add to congestion, no significant impact would oceur,

Detaiied construction work zone and traffic control plans would be
required as part of the construction plans submitted for the work. The
City of San Diego would review these plans to ensure that adequatce
traffic flow and public safety is maintained during construction.

Please ref¢t to responses to comments 10.2 and 10.3.

Candidate Findings will be submitted to the City Council regarding the
infeasibility of the alternatives considered in the EIR. As appropriate,
economic factors contribuling to the infeasibility will be included in the
findings. s
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with ench aitomnative since cost and funding wil] usdoubtedly be majar faclors in
determining the {zasibility and selection of the project alternative to be implemented,

The UCPQ Executive Committee looks forward to receiving the Final EIR, Findings, and
Statement of Overriding Considerations on behalf of the UC community. 1f you have any
questions concerning this letter, please contact Linda Colley, Chair of the UCPG at (858

Ce: Petr Krysl, Vice Chair
Pat Wilson, Secretary .
Milton J. Phegley, Membership Secretary (UCSD Administration)
Chasles Herzfeld, Reaident | Representative
Brian Wilson, Resident | Representative
Iames Mayfield, Resident 2 Representstive
Marjorie Stevens, Resident 1 Representative
Marilyn Dupree, Rasident 3 Representative
Sid Schipper, Resident 3 Representative
Sherry Rappoport, Business 1 Representative
Thomas Tighe, Business | Representative
3. Deryl Add M.I», Busi 1 Representative
Pele Wylde, Business 2 Reprosentative
Harry Walker, Business 2 Representative
Randal Miles, D.D.5,, Business 2 Representative
Alice Tana, Business 3 Representative
Shetty Jones, Business 3 Representative
George Lattimer, Buyiness 3 Representative
Major Ross . Hettiger, MCAS-Miramar Representative
Dan Monrge, Planning Department

EaTRVFSTYV e ba

2

RTC-68



9.1

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

-
-~ L.
& . Environmental Review Commiueo
. < .
%lociear ® © L 24September 2006 .
To: - . Ms, Elizabeth Shemm-leym "
Development Services Deparhnani .
City of San Diego. :

San D:ego County Archaeolog:cal Socnety, Inc.

1222 Firmt Avenus, Mail Stl.uon 501
San Diego, Californin 92101

Subject: anr E{mmnmemal Impact Repoﬂ .
* Monte Verdo
_ Project No. 6563

Dear Mn Sheuer-Nguyen'

1tave rmswad the hsst.orienl Rmmu upoeu of the subject DEIR on beh.nl.f of this
committee of the Ssn Diego County Archawloglcal Seciety,

Based on the information commned in the DEIR md its Appendix 1, we concur with the
impact lnllyul and mmsmon mensures for lnsbuncul resources 24 proposed.

SDCAS appracilt.u bemg lncluded ln tha Clty 5 eny meatal revlew pi for this
Project. .. . .
L Slm:crely,- .
é ;amcl W. Royle, Jr., Ch%’ﬁ ; T
Envirormental Review Comtmittos

ct: Gallegos & Assoclates
SDCAS Pruidcm .
File -~ .

9.1

Comment noted.
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10.1

10.2

From; “joan adaskin® <niksadalyahoo.com>
Te: <DSDEAS Geandtego,gov>

Date: Wed, Sep 2T, 2006 4:20 PM

Bubjest: " Project No. 8583/SCH No, 2003081108

| am concernad about the visual sffacts end the
characier of the neighborhood.
Tha Draft EIR finds ihat there are serlous unmitigahls
impacts of this project on Visuai Effecls and
Nelghborhood Charectsr. However, it sevarsly
und thass impecls, gi them ovef, or
deniey them. Thess four butdinge Bre ebaurdly out of
character with the community and tha community plan,
hey woudd lower over sverything elss. They would
permii danetties thad far excead whal b aliowed In
the community plan: 188 dweling units per acre
campared to the currently allownble 45-78 untt/scre.
Tha EIR must hfty and clearly deacribe the severe

10.3

10.4

105

10.6
10.7

10.8

109

P of these changes.

Growih Inducement: The Drafl EIR falls la ackbowisdge
that 1his project will lead to a cescade of changes In
the character of aur community. Once s project
recelvar community pian amandments to allow thess
drasiically new helghts and lavels of gansily, other
developars ars surs fo argua thay, oo, should recelve
plan amendmaents to Increass their heighl and dansity.
In fact, recqumntn for plan prrendmants & daglicaly
Incraase density ars already fined up right behind

1his profact and will surely argue thal Iif this

project ka approved, thay too shoukd receive approvai.

Park and Library Services: The Draft EIR acknowledgs
that this project would add hundreds of naw residents
In an area that already fafls vecy fer short of the

city standand In neighborhood parks and library
sarvices. Yai the DraR EIR stmply states this Is not

u significant Impsacl. The Dratt EIR cannol ignora this
significan! and unmitigable impact,

The Draft EIR seversly undersistss Ins impact of the
very long shadcws thess buldings would cast. it
understates the amourd of dalfy truck ireffic that
would ocour during tha 5-12 year Uime frame of
axcavaiion and construclion. H does nol adaquately
descs{be the raules to be used by construction
vehicias and doas not m3sess the nolse impsacts of
thess vehloles,

‘The Drafl EIR dascribes vn Alternalive 1o the profect
with two 15 siory ard two 21 slory towers that would
reduce many of tha negativa impects, Incuding
traffle. H gives mo reason why this project was not
chosen, even though i Is environmentalty superlor.

| do hope thet you wil pass the dlemative If you
pass anyihing al all,

Joan Adaskin

4207 Camine Ticino
5092122

e-mel: JoandpAdaskin.oom
phona: 8584534632

Do You Yahool?
Tired of spam? Yahool Mak has the bast spam protsction around
hitlp:fienadl. yahoo.com

10.1

10.2

10.3

As the comment notes, the DEIR finds significant and unmitigable
impacts to neighborhood character due to the height of the four
buildings. Section 5.3 includes textual analysis as well as several
photosimulations of the buildings to provide detailed support for this
conclusion. Concluding that an impact is significant and unmitigable
is the most conservative determination under CEQA. The commenter
states that, in her view, the DEIR understates the magnitude of the
impact. Although this disagreement is noted, the analysis, including
photo simulations, was based on the existing visual setting, and
accuratcly depicts the size, scale and mass of the propescd project.

As discussed on page 5.1-25 of the DEIR, the density is averaged over
the overall Costa Verde Specific Plan, This approach is appropriate
because this project is the final phase of this Specific Plan. Therefore,
the overall density for the Costa Verde Specific Plan would increase [rom
48 dwelling units per acre to 55 dwelling units per acre. This density

is lcss than the maximum ol 75 dwelling units per acre allowed by the
Community Plan. )

The proposed Community Plan Amendment would not allow for an
increase in density for the proposed project. As discussed above,
implementation of the project would increase the overall density for

the Costa Verde Specific Plan from 48 to 55 dwelling units per acre.
Furthermore, the additional 380 resideéntial units which would exceed the
balance of unrealized residential development in Costa Verde would be
achieved by converting the allowed hotel use to a number of residential
units that would be equivalent to the number of automobile trips which
would have otherwise been generated by the hotel use. Therefore the
Community Plan Amendment would increase the number of residential
units in the Community Plan area, and would increase the density within
the Costa Verde Specific Plan, but it would not exceed the maximum of
75 dwelling units per acre allowed by the Community Plan. A related
concern may be the overall intensity of development, which is actually

a reduced (as measured by traffic) intcnsity substitute for development
already allowed by the Costa Verde Specific Plan, Thus, it would be
speculative to state that the project would set a precedent for tncreasing
density which could be cited by other developers secking to increase the
density on their property.
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10.4

10.5

10.6

The Community Plan Amendment is not needed to allow the proposed
heights. There are no height fimitations in the Conununity Plan.,
However, the project is bound by the height restrictions of the FAA.

The potential for the project to induce growth is addressed in Scction
7.0 of the DEIR. The analysis notes that approval of the project could
encourage other developers to submit similar proposals. At the same
time, as the DEIR states, the University City arca is approaching full
build-out. (See DEIR, p. 7-1.)

As stated on DEIR page 5.4-8, “in accordance with Scctions 15126.2(a)
and £5382 of the CEQA Guidelines, impacts related to public services
are evaluated in light of whether the impact would result in a physical
change in the environment.” As discussed on page 5.4-10 of the DEIR,
the provision of adequate library facilitics is a facilities financing issue,
for which the applicant would pay FBA fees. Similarly, the project is
subject to a FBA fee for parks which the applicant would pay. Asthe
DEIR indicates, the residents of the project would increase demand for
library facilitics and parks. (See DEIR. p. 5.4-10.). Theses issucs are a
planning and facilities matter, and while they arc a concern, they are not
CEQA issues.

The potential impact of shadows from the project buildings is analyzed
in Section 5.13. Projected shadow simulations are shown in Figures
5.13-1 through 5.12-3. The DEIR concluded that impacts would be less
than significant. The analysis of potential shadow effects was based on
an accurate model of the size, scale, mass and focation of the proposcd
project. The commenter’s concern that the shadow impact may be
understated is noted. :

Construction traffic is discussed on page 5.2-45 of the DEIR. The
amount of construction traffic has been evaluated for the period of time
when the highest amount of truck traffic would occur (excavation for the
"underground parking structures) and for typical construction activities.
The analysis found that construction traffic levels would be lar less
than traffic levels with the proposed project. As such, a quantitative
analysis of construction activily was not necessary. Construction rouies
on La Jolla Village Drive and/or Nobel Drive to Interstates 5 and 805
were identified. The precise routing would be subject to a construction
traffic control plan that would be required prior to commencement of
construction activities. Please refer to response to comment 8.67 for a
discussion of construction traffic for the offsile sewer improvement.
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-10.7

10.8

10.9

Noise from construction vehicles such as excavators, dozers. and haul
trucks would result in approximately 72 di3 Leq at 100 fect from the
centerline of activily, which is within the 75 dB Leq threshold for
consiruction aclivities. Noise from other construction vehicles is not
analyzed in the DEIR because the project would generate too few truck
trips at any one time to cause a change in the modeled noise contours.
Furthermore, all construction traffic would be required to adhiere (o

the maximum hourly sound levels and construction hours specified by
the City's Noise Control and Abatement Ordinance, which assures that
impacts would be avoided or lessened. City requirements relating to
construction noisc are sunmarized on pages 5.6-4 to 5.6-7 of the DEIR.

The purpese of the altematives analysis in an EIR is not o choose a
particular alternative. Rather, the purpose of this analysis is to ensure
that the agency’s decision-makers and the public are provided with a
rcasonable range of allernatives aimed at, Lo the extent feasible, avoiding
or substantially lesscning the project’s significani environmeniai impacis
while still achieving most or all of the project’s guals. Whether to
approve or deny the projeet, or choose an alternative to the project, is a
decision that would be made by the City Council after the CEQA process
has been completed. The City’s decision would be reflected in formal
findings that would be adopted as part of the project approval process.
{Sce Pub. Resources Code, § 21081.) Candidate findings will be
prepared for the City Council’s consideration. These proposed findings
will be available prior to the City Council hearing for the Final EIR.

The commenter’s preference for the Reduced Project Alternative - 21-
Story —is noted. :
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From: "Sandy Agan" <saganquidel.com>
To! <DBDEAS@sandego govs

Date: Waed, Sep 27, 2008 10:35 AM

Subject; Project No. 856SCH No, 2003081108

Visusl Effacts and Nelghborhood Charaetar: ’

The Draft EIR inds kst there are serious unmitignbie Impacts of thia project on Visusl Effscts and
Neighborhood Character. However, t ssvarsly undoratates thesa Impaocls, gfosses tham over, or denles
them. These four bulldings ars ebsurdly oul of charactar with the comenunfty and the communly plan.
They would lower over averylhing sisa. They would permh demsities that far sxceed what i aflowed in the
compmuity plan: 183 dweflng untis per acre compared (o the currently sfiowable 45-75 unit‘acre. The EIR
must fully and clearly describe the savers impacts of theaa changes.

Growth Inducemant: The Drafi EIR falls to acknowiedgs thai this pealecl will lead to a cascade of changes
in 1he character of our scommuntty, Once This projsct recatves community plan amendmaents 1o atow thase
drastically new heights and levels of danshty, other devesiopers are aurs to rrgus they, too, should recelve
plan smandmants to increass iheir heighl and denstty. In fact, requesia for plan amendments to drastically
Increase dansliy are aiready Bred up right behind thls project and will surely argue ihat If ths project s
epproved, ihey t0o should recelve approvel,

Park and Library Services: The Draft EIR acknoadedge Lhal this project would add hurdreds of new
residanis in an orea thal sresdy falls very far shoet of the clty standard in peighborhood parks and hyary
services. Yet the Draft EIR wimply states this *ia not 8 sign¥icant impact.” The Draft EIR cennot Ignore this.
slgniilcant and unmitigable impact.

The Drefl EIR sevarsly undersiates the impact of the very long stadows theas bufidings wourd casy it
undersiates the amotrt of dally truck trafflo that would occur during the 6-12 year time frama of
sxcavation and construciion. It does not adequately deacribe ths routes 1o ba used by construction
vehiclas and doew not aesess the nolas impacts of thase vahicles.

The Draft EIR deacribas an Alternative 10 the project with twe 18 siory end two 21 story towsns that wauld
reduce mary of \he negative impacta, including traffic. it gives no reascn why this projact was not chosan,
evan though 1t is ervironmantally superior,

Sandy Agan
1812 Shields Avanue
Encinllas, CA 92024

11.1

Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8.
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12.1:

12.2 [:

From! “Robert Alasee" <ralzuss@isan.m.com>
To: <DSDEASGsandisgo.gove

Dale: ‘Wad, Sep 27, 20068 2:01 PM

Bubjeci: Projeci No, 83845CH No. 2003091108
To wham ¥ may concefn,

My namo la Roberl Alzuza, My famlly and | hava basn Bving in Universlty City for over 20 yasrs, Owr
addresy [s 2067 Briand Ava., San Dlego, CA 92122,

| vbject to the Morte Verde project being planned. The foflowing state the reasons for my objection:

Visusl Efiacts and Nelghborhood Characier:

The Draft EIR finds that thero ere serlous unmillgabls Impacts of this project on Visual Efscts end
Naighborhood Cheracter. Howaver, i saverely understales these impacts, glossas tham over, or danies
them. Thasa four bulidings are abaurdly out of character with ths communtty and the community ptan.
They woukd tower ovet everything else. They would permit danskiss that far sxceed what Is slkawed In the
commundty plen: 108 dwsiling unils per acre compared 1o he curranty aflowable 45-75 unit/acre, Ths EIR
must fulty and claerly describe the severe impects of thess changes.

Growih Inducemant: The Orafl EIR Talls (o acknowdedes thal thia project will lead to a caacade of changes
in the characier of our community, Once this praject recelves comemunity plan amsndments to allow thase
drestically new heights end lsvels of dsnalty, other davaloper Bre sure fo argue they, too, shouid recetve

pian amandments 1o increass thelr halghl and danslty, In fact, requesia for pian Rmandmanta to dratically -

Inorease densily are sirendy lined up right bahind this project and will surely argue thal f this project a
approved, they too should recetve approval, .

Park and Library Services; The Draft EIR acknowladgs that this projsct would add hundreds of new
residents In an erea that already falls very far short of the clty standard In nelghbartood parks and librery
servicas. Yot the Lraft EER simply siates this Mls not & significant impacl.” The Drall EIR cennct ignora this
significant and unmilligable impacl - .

Tha Drafl EIR severely understatas the knpacl of the very long shadows these buldings wousd cast. &
underztaies the emourt of dally truck traffic that would oocur during 1he 6-12 yaer lime frame of
excavation and cor . 1t dDes not ad taly denceibe the routes lo be used by conatruction
vahicles end dast nol assess the nofse impacts of thess vehicles.

Thm Drafl EIR descrities £ Altsrnative to Ihopro)‘odvdthmw viory and two 21 slory towsra tal woukd
raduce many of the negative impacis, Inciuding traffic. 1 ghves no raason why this project was not chosen,
sven though R iy snvironmentatly suparior,

Flesan take Lhess objsclions into conakisrafion. Plaass o nol eliow thasa lowers 1o be bulll.

Sincerety,
Robert Alzuss

2057 Briand Ave.
5an Diego, CA 92122
8584574821

12.1

12.2

Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8.

Comment noted. By law, this document must not endorse or oppose

the project. The purpose of this document is 1o disclose the significant
impacts of the project so that the Cily Council can make an informed
decision. The decision to approve, deny, or modify the project would be
made by the San Diego City Council at a public hearing.
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From; "Amy Alsmana” <eallsmanng@quadalaw.com>
To: <DSDEAS Enandlego.gov>

Date: Wed, Bap 27, 2008 8:31 AM

Sub)ect: Project No, 8603/5CH No. 2003091106

Commerta on the Oraft EIR for Monte Verde

Unlvurllty Ciyh I!l'udyovutulL ‘Why add 80 many more units, iIncrease the Irafflc lnd ruin tha
. Many of UC ate considering taaving what used to be s wondarhl community dus
tu the ovurbuld‘hg Bulld downlown, whare i1 i supposed to be, not in a residantlal community.

With regards to the Deaf? EIR
Visual Effscts and Nlbhbof‘hood- Charactar:

The Draft EIR finds that thers are sevious unmlﬂmbh Impacis of thll projsct on Visusl Effects and -
Naighborhnod Charatier. Howaver, it severaly undarstates thess impacls, glosass tham over, or denles

tham. Thesofwrbuﬂdhmnabsudywloldnmdlrwmm and the y plan,

They wotld tower over everything stas. Thay would parmit dansliies that far axcesd what b alowed in the

community plen: 186 dwelling units per acre coimpared 1o the currently aliowabie 45-75 unit/acra. The EIR,

iyt fulity and ceacty describe the savats impacts of ihaas chenges,
Growth Inducement: The Draft E1R [2fts to ecknowiedgs that this pm]ed.wﬂ lead to & cazceds of changes

in the chanacier of our communtty, Once this project L] Wity plan dments ‘o allow Ihete
drastically new heights and (evela of denalty, other developers are sure to urquo they, too, should racalve
plan amsndmants to Increase their height and density. in fact, req for pl dments to dr

mmdmnym&udyhedupmw\hdmpmjsdmdwmuoly-wthdﬂﬁlwoiod!t
epproved, [hey oo shouid recalve aporovel.

Park and Library Services; The Draft EiRl scknowledge that this projact would add hundreds of new
residents in an aree that siready falts very lar.shart of the city siendard In nalghborhoad parke and kbrary
anrvicss. Yol the Oroft EIR siaply states this s net a significant impact.” The Drefl EIR cannol ignors this
significan and unmitigable impact,

Tha Draft EIR seversty understates Ins mpact of the very long shadows iness buikiings woult oast, i

undarstates the amount of dafly truck inaffic thet woulkd ocour during the 5-12 year ime frames of
mnd lon_ Il dows not ty describe the routes to be used by construction

vuhldunnddoumtmnshmlntnpscbdlhnonrﬂdn

The Dvafl EIR describas an Alternailve ko Lhe project with two 18 slory and two 21 story towers that wouiid
reducnm!wnﬂhenoqaﬂwhpudl Including traffic. 1t gives no resson why this project was not chosen,
sven lhough Nl superion,

Amy Allemann
3214 Mitkin Ave
Son Diago, CA 92122

Aka

Amy Eltmabath Alamann, Esq.
QUADE AND ASSOCIATES

11230 Somrentn Vallsy Road, Sulte 225
Ban Diego, Ca 92121

Phone:(B58) 842-1700

Fmx: (858) 642-1778

amat: asllemann{iquadstsw.com
E-MAIL CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

E-mafl s covared by ihe Blectronic Communications Privacy Act, 16 U.S.C, § § 2510-2621 and [s Igally
privilsged. This smal may contain confidential and privileged material for the sols use of the Intended
raciplani(s). Any revisw, use, distribution, or diaciosure by others e sticlly prohibited. H you ars not the
Intendad raviptent {or suthorized 1o recatvs for e raciplent), plesse contact the saeder by reply smaef and
dalete all coples of this message.

cC: “Amy Allemann® <esllemanniBqusdatas.com>

13.1

13.2

Comment noded.

Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.3.
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- COMMENTS

RESPONSES

From: "Marlus Ardelsanu™ <merius_ardeleanuhoimal.com>
To: <dsdeas@sandiego.pove

Oats; Wed, Sep 27, 2006 10:04 AM

Subject: Commanis on the Craft EIR lor Monte Verde

Visuel Effects and Neighborhood Character: The Drafl EIR fingdy that thare ars serious unmitigatabls
Impacts of this project on Visusl Effects and Nelghborhood Character. Howaver, Il ssversly understates
these impacts, gloases them over, or denles them. Thess four butidings are absurdly out of éharacter with
the community and the comrmunity plan. They would tower over everylhing else. They would permit
densilies Lhel lar axcesd whal ls ellowed In Ihe community plan; 188 dwelling units per scrs corspared lo
the currenily alowable 48-76 unitfacra. The EIR must fufly and clearty describe the severs impacts of
Ihase changes, )

Growth Inducemant: The Draft EIR fafla to acknawiedge that this profact will lead (0 & cascade of changes

In the cheracter of our community. Once (his project receives community plan emendments to ®iow thesa .

drastically new heights and lavels of danaity, other developers are sure to argue they, too, should recelve
plan smandments to Increass their haight end density. In fact, requests for plan amendmants (o drastically
Inoresse denalty e nireacy lined up right bahind this project and will surely ergue thet i Uvs project ts
approved, they too should recatve approvel.

Park and Library Servicas: The Draft EIR scknowledge that this project wouid sad hundreds of new
residents in an ares that aiveady fails vary far short of the cliy standard In neighborhocod parks and forary
wervices. Yol the Draft EIR simply states this " hol & significant impact.” Tha Draft EIR casnot Ignoce this
significant and unmitigatable mpect,

The Draf EIR seversly undersiates tha impact of the very long shadows these bufldings woutd cast. It
understates the emount of daly truck traffic thal would pecur charing tha 5-12 year time frame of
excavation and construction. N doss not adequately describe the routes to bs used by construction
vehiclen and does not assess tha nolss Impacis of Ihese vehicles. .

Tha Draft EIR describen &n Allemativa to Tha projact with twe. 12 story and tao 24 story towars thet would
reducs many of the negative Impacts. iIncluding traffie. It gives no rsasgn why ihis project wae not chowen,
even though It ls anvironmentally superlor.

Sincerely,
Marttrs Ardelearn, MD

7048 Playmor Terrace
San Disgo, CA 92122

Stay connaciad with the news, people, pleces and online servicas that matter 1o you on Live.com
hitp:iiwww live comigetataried. sspx Ficid=TO001 MSN30AOTO1

14.1

Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8.
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COMMENTS _ - RESPONSES -

From: "safly srko™ <agrarkoyahoo.com>

Ta: <DSDEAS(Psandiegg.gov>, <infoguogokden.org>
Date: Wed, Sap 27, 2008 1:18 AM

Subject; Project No. 858%SCH No. 2003001108

Qumatiorn on the Drefl £IR for Morte Verde
My quesilons 19 the cily are as follows;
Quastien 1.) Did Jerry Sanders, to anty degres, sndarsa the Regants Road Bridos Projact so the: 15.1

daveloper of Uhe Morsia Verde project can schisve or satsfy the FAR requiemnis aeded fo buld & high The applicant for the Monte Verde projecl is Costa Verde Hotel, LLC

151 “ riya project for highar deralty In tad srew? 5 i i i
Chuaetion 2.1 DIq Jerry Samiens, to any dogres, 6ndorss the Genersss Widening Profect 10 e Staff is unable to 'rcspor}d to questions 1, 2 3 and 5 as they are uulsxdc‘
m of &Mw?:!: Varlt&- lmct mn?-dimnm!l-fv the FAR requirements needed 1o buld & high of the scope of this environmental analysis. However, the commenter’s
L Loy aron’ .
Question 3. ) Hau Jerry Serders sver colleclad 2ny pofitical contributions from the developer, or from any questions have been forwarded to the Mayor’s office.
ar of the devsiaper of tha d "Monte Verds® project? :

QuuﬂonﬂWhaHlﬂn nmul’!rudw.hpmmtmpamrmd lhe nama of the prasidant or chelrman
of the development company of Ihe proposed "Monts Verda™ project?

Question 6.} Whan will |he clty stopr trying to tun the Golden Triwng's inio another jammed up Misslon
Valley or Downtown?

~Sally Arko (38 yr community resfdent)
6053 Camegle 5t
San Diego, CA 2122

Comments on the Drafl EIR for Monta Verde
. Viunl Effects and Neighborhood Character:

The Draft EIR finds thal there are sarous unmiligable kmpects of this project on Visual Effects and
Neighborhood Character. Howsvar, it zeverely undersiates thase imaacty, glosses them avar, or denles
(hem. Thass four bulidinga ars sbeurdly out of charscter with the community en! the community plan.
They would tower gvar evenshing olss. Thay woukd parmit densties thal far axcesd whai by allowed In the
community plan: 168 dwelling units per acye compared to he cuTently lowable 45-75 univaere, The EIR
must fully and clearty desctibe the sevare impacts of thesa changes.

Growih Inducemant: The Draft EIR [alla lo soknowladge that this project will laad to s cascade of changes

In tha chareclar of our community. Once ibls project racelves community plap amendmants to aliow hese

drastically ngw helghts and levels of dansity, other developars 2re sure (o argue they, 100, should recetve 15.2

plan amendments ko increase thel height #nd denaity. In fact, requests for plan smendmenta lo dresticatly '

15 2 Incrapss denalty ers aiready tned up right bahind this project and wil surely ergua that If this projsct Is
' approved, they loo should receive approval, -

Please refer Lo responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8.

Park anid Libraty Sarvices: The Oraft EIR acknowiedge that this project would add hundrada of new
rasidents in an area that alresdy falla vary far shor of the city standard In ne'ghborhood parks and forary
sorvices, Yet the Draft EIR simply states this “ts nol  significant impect.’ The Druﬂ EIR cannet Ignore this |
sigrificant and unmitigable Impact.

The Oraft EIR severely understates iha Impact of the very long shadows these bulldings wauld casL. it
undersiates the smount of dally kuck lraffic thel would aocur during the 5-12 yeer tima frame of
excavation and construction. Il does not adequately describe the routes to be used by construclion : . ’ .
vehicias and doas not assess ihe nolse impacts of thasa vehicles. .

The Draft 1R describes an Alternaiive to the project with two 18 story and bvo 21 story towets that weukd
reducs marty of the negative Impacts, ncuding traffio, It gives no reason why Lhis project was nol chosen,
even though it s envirohmantelty superiar.

Salty
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From; <Iﬁo@ucgolden.org>
Dxte: Tue, Sap 28, 2008 8:14 PM
Subjact: Bend emall Weds 27th on proposed glent iowsrs
% 5 3 kS
' Dewr Friends,
W are asking you 1o send a Jetter i y - teadiing § pm Waednesday Sept. 27 - In fesponss 1o the

following situiation. With cut and paste below, this should take you only 10 minutes.

A developer s proposing to bultd 4 GLANT high riae towers st The corner of Gansaes Avenue and La Jola
Vitags Driva. On that ond tomes, he Is proposing two 35 story and two 32 story bulidings - in contrisl, the
residentisd tower (hare now is 18 slories)

Comments on the dreft Environmantsl impect Repart (EIR) oa this project (called “Monts Verds™) sre dus
1o the oty on Weds. at 5 pm. If you submit a commen?, the city must respand ‘o that commart in Its final
EIR.

You cen add your own comments or Just cut and paste the info beiow Inte sn emad and send i by 5 pm
Wedneaday to:
DSDEAS@mandiago.gov

Put In subjeat line: Projact No., 856WSCH No. 2003091108
Glva yuir nama and addrass.

CUT AND PASTE THE FOLLOWING INTO THE EMAIL - ADD YOUR OWN GOMMENTS IF YOU
WANT:
Comments on tha Drafl EIR for Monts Verde

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character:

The Oiafl EIR finds that there are serows ynmitigabls Impacty of this project on Visual Effects emd
Melghborhood Character. Howover, | seversly undarsiates (hase knpacis, gloesen them ovee, of dentes
them. Thesa four buldings are absurdly out of character with {he community and the community ptan.
They would tower over averything sise. They wauld permit densiliea ihat far excasd what |s alowed In the
community pian: 188 dwealing unita per sere compared to the currently allowable 45-75 unitacre. The EIR
munl fully and clearly dencifos the savers impacis of theses changes.

Growth Indupsmant: The Draft EIR Ialls to acknowladge that this profect will lead i2 a caacade of changes
In the characier of mp community. Onca this praject h Ity pien dmants to aliow these
drasticaly new helghts and lavels of danslty, olhar developers afe surs to argus they, oo, shoid recatve
plan amandmeants to Incraass thair halght and density. 1n fact, requests for plan amendments to drastically
incresss dansiy are akready Ened up righl behind this project end wil surely argue thal i this prolscl is
approved, they ino shouid recelve approvml,

Park and Uibrary Sarvicas: The DraR EIR acknowledge Lhat this project would add hundreds of new
realdents n an area that s'rasdy falls very far short of 1he city etandard In neighbarhood parka and Hbrery
servicen. Yal the Dreft EIR simply states this “ls not a significant Impact.” The Draft EIR cannol ignore thia
significant and unmlligable impact.

L\ S kS K O

‘The Diaft EIR saversly understotes the Impaci of the very long shadows these bulidings would cast. )t
tmderetates the amount of dalty truck traffic that would ocour during the 5-12 year time frame of
sxcavation and construction. It doss not adequately describa the routes to be used by comtruction
vehices and doas nol assess the nolss kmpacts of thess vehides.

The Draft £IR descriven an Allsrnativa to the project with two 18 story and two 21 slory fowers That would
reduce many of the negative impacis, including irsffic. It gives no reason why this project was not chosen,
wvan though R s srvirenmentadly superior.

15.3 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 16.8.
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16.2

- COMMENTS

RESPONSES

From: *Jou Baley" <heleyjosephdyahoo.com>
To; <dudeasheendiego.gov>
Date: Waed, 8ep 27, 2000 1:33 PM

Viaual Effacts st Neighborhood Charactsr:

The Draft EIR frcts that thers wee sstious onmitigeble
Impacts of thia projact on Visuw! Effects and  ~
Nsightorhood Character, However, it saversly
understates thess impacts, giotaes them over, of
danias them, Thesa four bulkdings are absurdly out of
character with e ity and the ity plan.
They woukd lower over everything else. They would
parmit denmtiles that far excasd what Is sllowed In
the communtty pian: 188 dweling unils por aors
compared to the currently allownble 45-75 unk/scre.
Tha EIR must fully and clearly describe the severes
impacts of thase changes.

Growth Inducement: The Drafll EIR tafs lo acknowledge
that thin project wil lead (o a canceds of changes In
1he charscter of our sommunity. Onoe this project
recelvss community plan amendments to stiow these
drestically rew heights and levels of denslty, clher
ars sure to angue they, loo, should recetve
pian amendments to increass \halr helght and density,
intaol, req for plan dments kr ch ty
ncreass density are siready YInad up right bohind
thias project and will sursty argus that ¥ this
project i wpproved, ihey too shoukd receive approval.

Park and Library Barvices: The Draft EIR acknowledos
thal this project woutd add hundreds of new retiienta
11 #n aren that siready falls vary far short of [he -

city eianderd in neighborhood parka and library
sarvices. Vel ihe Draft EIR stmpky states this “is not

& signiicant impact.” The Draft EIR canncl ighors

this significant end urenitigable mpact.

The Drall EIR ssversly urderatates the Impact of the
vory long shedows thess bulldings would cast. i
underviates the amoun of daty ruck refhe that
would occur duving Lhe 5-12 yaar time frama of
axcavation and construction, It doea not edequatsly
describe the routes to ba used by construction
vehicies and does nol assess lhe nolas impacts of
thess vehicles.

The Drafl EIR describes an Allermaiive to the projsct
with two 18 story and two 21 story lowens thal would
reduce many of the negative impacts, induding
traffie. It gives no reason why Lhis projsct was not
cheyen, even though | is environmentally superior.

t am asking yeu 1o stand up apsinst ihe developsrs and
ehow some "backbore” unlks Scolt Petery and the rest
of the olty counc. Thank you.

Jos Balsy, U C resident

Do You Yahoo!T

Tired of spam? Yaehoo! Mafl has ha best spam protection eround

hupﬂmal.yah?u.nom

16.1 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8.

162 The commenter's views regarding the merits of the project will be
forwarded to the City Council as part of the FEIR,
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17.2

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Frem:  Stephane Bardin [baoshiyuan@@hotmall.com]
Senk:  Wadnesdny, September 27, 2006 8:34 AM
To: . DSDEAS(rsandiego.gov

Subject: Project No. B583/8CH No, 2003081108

Comments on the Drafl EIR for Monle Verde

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character:

The Draft EIR finds that there are serious unmitigable impacts of this project on Visual Effects and
Nrighborhood Character. However, it severely understates these impacts, glosses them over, or denies
then. These four buildings are absurdly out of character with the comununity and the comumunity plan,
They would tower over everything elae. They would pernit densities that far exceed what is allowed in
the community plan: 168 dwelling units per acre compared to the currently allawable 45-75 umu’acre.
The EIR must fully and clenrly describe the severe lmpar.t.q of these changes.

Growth Inducemcnl The Draft EIR fmls 1o acknowledge that this pmjeci will lead to & cascade of

h in the ck of our y. Onee this project receives community plan amendrments to
allow these drastically new heights and lcw:ls of density, other developers are sure (o argue they, oo,
should receive plan amendments to incrense theit eight and density. In fact, requests for plan
amendments 1o dragtically increase density are already lined up right behind this pmjcct and will au:ely
argue that if this project ls approved, they too should receive approval.

Park and Library Services: The Drail EIR acknowiedge thet thiy project would add hundreds of new
residents in an area that aiready falls very far short of the city standard in neighborhood parks and
libtary services, Yet the Draft EIR simply states this “ia not a significant impact.” The Draft EIR cannot
ignore this significant and wunitigable impact.

‘The Drafl EIR severely understates the impact of the very long shadows these buildings would casl. It
undersintes the amount of daily truck traffic that would occur during the 5-12 year time frame of
excavation end construction. It does not adequately describe the routes to be used by construction
vehicles end does not assess the noise impacis of these vehicles.

The Draft EIR describes an Alternative to the project with two 18 story and two 21 story towers that
wauld reduce many of the negative impacts, including traffic. It gives no reason why this project was
not chosen, even though it is environmentally superior.

Once ngain, we see that the city of San Diego dots not respect its own rescarch, the environmental
impact studies it conducts, all in pursuit of revenue dollars. Is this city so bankrupt from
mismanagemeni that we need to sell our city ofT to developers, the same as the Regents Rd bridge?

17.1 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8.

17.2 The comnentet’s views regarding the merits of the project witl be
forwarded to the City Council as part of the FEIR.
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18.1

182

From: *Rase Bartindals” <rbartindEsan.rv.com>
Tou <DSDEASQeandiege.gov>

Date: ‘Wed, Sop 27, 2000 5:38 AM

Bubject: Project No. 8503/5CH No. 2003081106

Commuents on the Draft EIR for Monte Varda

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character;

Tha Draft EIR finds that there are serious unmifigable knpacts of this
project on Visual Effects and Nalghborhood Cheracter. However, it saverely
understaies iness Impacts, giossas tham cver, of tanbes tham. Thase four
bufidings are absurdly out of charecter with (he commundty end the
cammunity pian. They would tower over averything else. They woutd psrmh
danailien thet far excesd whal bs aflowed In the communily plan: 108
dweling units per acre compared to the custently allowable 45-75

uniecre, The EIR must fufty snd clearly describa the severs impacis of
these changes,

Growth Inducsmant: The Draft EfR fails lo acknowindge that thls project
wil igad to & cascads of changss b the character of eur community, Once
this project h y plan its to atiow Lhese drestically
new heighte and levels of denalty, other davelopsrs are aurs |o argue they,
oo, should recelve plan smendmants to increass Lhelr helght and density.
1n facl, is for plan s lo draatically incremse density ars
akeady Ined up right behind this profect and whl surely argue that If

1his projsct la approved, they too shouid recelve spproval,

Park and Library Services: The Draft EIR acknowledge that (hts project
would add hundrads of new residents In an area that elready fafte very lar
short of the city stenderd In neighborhood parka and Ilbrery services. Yt
the Draft E1R simpty sigtes this s not & significent impacL” The Draft
EIR cennat ignore (his sigrificant and unmitigebie impact,

“ihs Draft EIR severely undsrsiatas iha impact of the very long shadows
thesa butidings would cast. | undearstates the amount o dally fruck
tratfic that would ooour during the 5-12 yenr time frame of excavalion and
conatruction. It does not adequataty daserihe the routes 1o be used by

construction vehicies and does not assess the nolse Impacts of thess vehicies.

The Drafl EIR dencribss an Altermastive 1a the projecl with two 18 story and
two 21 story towers thel would reduce marry of the negsiive impacts,
Inchuding traffio.

1t gvers no reason why this project wes not chosan, even though it s
stivikohimentafly superior.

Gangase Ave, I3 now overburdenad with trsflic and facing mejor changes.
Piamse do not add further fo this severs problem.

Ross Bariindals

3181 Carmegle P1.
San Diega, CA §2122
B58-453-0643
rbartind@san.r.com

18.1

18.2

Please refer to responscs to comments 10.1 through 10.8.

The project is tocated at the southwest corner ol the intersection of

. La Jolla Village Drive and Genesee Avenue. Scction 5.2 of the DEIR

analyzed project-related traffic. Thus, the DEIR addresses the issuc of
concern to the commenter.
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19.2

- COMMENTS

RESPONSES

From: <SandyAgt@mol.com>

Te: <dsdwanflenndiego govs

Data: Wed, Sep 27, 2008 7:49 AM

Subject: Project No. 850%SCH No. 2003091108
Daar Sire/Madarms: .

Wa are opposed to the recent news of mors dense houstng in the UTC area of
the Montes Verda praject I's obwvious that there i3 a ssvere trafllo problem
there as L is now. Where and why ln'l the oity pian being obaerved? The
helghts & density of this new proposal are outrageous for the folowing reasons:

Visual Effacts and Neighborhood Character;

Tha Draft EiR finds that thera ara serious unmitigabls impacts of this

project on Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character, Howavar, |t ssverely
underatates thess impacts, glosses them over, or denles tham. These four bulidings
ara abaurdly out of character with the sommunity and the community plan. They
would fower over everything afss. They would permit densitles that far exceed
what s aflowsd In the community plan: 168 dwelling unfls per acre

{o the currently aflownbla 45.758 unitfacre. The EIR mus! ity and clearty

describs the severe Impacts of these changes.,

Growth inducemant: Tha Draft EIR falla to scknowledge that this project will

Inad to u cascade of changes in the character of ;e community, Onos this
project receives community plan dments to alow these draslically new
helights and leveis of denalty, othar developars are sure to argues they, too,

should recaive plan armendmanis (o lncrenss helr helght and density, In fact,
requests for plan amandmerts 1o dresticaty increass danatty ars almady Tnad un
tight behint this project and will sursly atgue that If this project Ia

approved, they too shouid receive approval.

Park end Library Services: The Draft EIR acknowladge that this project would
add hundreds of new residants In an area that atready fails very far short

of tha clty stendard in neighborhood parks and Fbrary services, Yet ihe Draft
EIR simply states Lhis "t not a significant impacl.” The Draft EIR cannol
Ignara this significant shd unmitigable Impact.

The Draft EIR seversly undaratates the impact of the very long shadows theze
buldings would casl. R undsrsiates lhe emount of dafly truck traffic thet

would pocur during the 5-12 year time frame of excavalion and construction.

1t doms not acequately describa the routas 1o be used by constrrclion vehicles

and toay not esyess ths noise Impacts of these vahicles.

The Draft IR describes an Allernative to the project with two 18 story and
two 21 story towers 1hat would reduca many of ihe nagathve impacts, including
traffia. Il glves no reawon why this peoject was not chosen, aven though )t

Is ervironmentally superker.

Thank you for llatening,

Sandy and Sm Baasler
3028 Awnrd Row

19.1

19.2

The density of the project is consistent with the overall density
authorized by the Community Plan for the area. (Please sec response (o
comment 10.2.} Section 5.2 of the DEIR analyzes the project’s traffic
impacts.

Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8.
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From: "Adlison Been® <albsen0323¢hotmal.com>
T ~DSDEAS{sandiego.gov>

Date: Wad, Sep 27, 2000 1:04 PM

Bubjset: Project No. 8562/SCH  No. 2003091108

Commenta on the Draf EIR for Monts Vards
from Aflson Bsan 3844 Camins Linds San Disga, CA 82122

Visunl Effects and Naighborhoad Character

The Oraht EIR finds Lat there ars serious unmitigabis knpacts of this X
projact on Viaual ENacts snd Neighborhood C| . Howerver, R iy
urdersistes ihese kmpacts, glosaes them over, of denlea them. Thete four
bulidings are sbaurdly out of character with ihe community and the community
Wi Yowet Dver evesyihing stee. Thavy would permit densiites
matfarneudwhni le alawad In the community plan: 168 dwelling unks
per acre compared o the cuvrently eltowabls 45-75 unf/mors. The EIR must
lully and clsarly describe the severs impacts of thase chenges.

Qrowth inducsment: The Draft EIR falls to mcknowledpa that this projset witl
laad |n & cgacada of changes in the character of our comemunity. Once thiy
project recelvas community plan amendments {0 eflow thexs drastically new
heights and lavels of danslly, oiher devslopers are sura to angus |hey, too,
should recalve plan amendments 10 ncreass thakr height and danalty, in
faci, requests for plan amendments to draslically increnss demity are
sirandy ived up right behind Lhis project and wilt surely srgue that if

thia proect Is approved, they 0o shaukd recelve approval.

Park and Library Services: The Draft EIR acknowlodpe that this projact woukd
edd hundreds of new realdents it en area thet siready fafls very far shorl

of tha clty standard in nelghborhood parks and iibrary services. Yel the

Draft EIR simply stalas this “is not a significant impact.” The Dralt EIR
cannot ignore this signiicant and unmitigeble impact.

The Draft EIF sgverely undersistes the impact of the very long shadows theas
bulldings would cast, It understates the amount of dally truck traffic thal

would pocur during the 5-12 year lims frama of excavation snd construction.

¥ does not edaquately deacribe the routes to bs used by construction
vehicias and does not essess the nolse impacia of thesa vehicies.

The Draft EIR describsa an Allernalive to the prolact with two 18 slory and
two 21 story lowers that would reduce many of the negative kmpacts,
ncluding trafflc. X gives no reeson why this project was not choasn, svan

| though Rt [s emironmentally superior.

20.1

Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8.
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From; "Karan Bander™ <kabander@@ean.tt.com>
To: <DSDEASQandiega pov>

Date: . Wd, Sep 27, 2008 11:05 PM

Suhject: Praject No, 856NECH No. 2003091108
PLEASE NO HUGE TOWERSHI

No more over-deveiopment in North UCHTI

Karsn Bandar

2879 Angelt Ave

San Disgo CA 92122

211

Comment noted.
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

From: "Paud Bender* <psbendecsan.rr.com>

Ta: <DSDEASGuandtage gov>

Date: Tuoe, Sep 26, 2008 10:40 PM

Bubject: Comments on the Dran EIR for Monte Yarde

Visual Effects and Nelghborhood Character:

The Drafl ESR finds tha there are serious unmitigable Impacts of this
project on Visual Effscis and Nelghborhood Cherscter. Howevar, i
aoverely undorstates these Impscts, glosass tham cver, or detyes tHam,
Thess four bulidings are absurdly out of characier with the community
and the community plan. They would tower over sveryihing slss, They
would permit densitiea that far axceed what s slowed in the community
plan: 188 dweling units per acre companed b the currently alicwabie
45-75 uniacre. Tha ElRmustMyInddmﬂydlm‘ibc (e sevare
lmplctl of these dnnqn i

Growth Inducament: Tha Draft EIR fells ko scknowledgs that this project
wil lsad 10 2 cascade nldwnpuln the character of our community.
Onoa this projsct r Ity plan d a allowr these
drastically new heighta end lavals ofdnn-lty cthar devolopers are sure
o argua ey, too, ehvndd racetes plan pendivands to hcnm '.hsl!
height and denasity. tn fact, ta for plan

Increase density are atraady lined up right bahind thia proluct and wil
surely argue that i this projac! Is approved, they 100 should recelve
approvsl.

Park and Library Sarvices: The Draft EIR acknowiedge thal this projsct
would sdd hundreda of new reaidents in an erea lhat elrsady fafs very
far shost of the city standard in neighborbood parks amd

sarviced. Yel the Draft EIR sknply states this "a not & significam
mpact.’ The Drafl EIR cannot ignore thia significant and unmiiigable
Impact.

The Drafl EIR ssverely understates the mpact of the very long shadows
these bulidings would cast. il undersiates the amourt of dally ruck
trafhe that would ocour during the 5-12 year Uim# frame of excavation
antd cosmtruction, ' Soss net adscusately deacribe the routes 1o be used
by construction vehicles and does nol ussesa the nolse impacts of (hese
wehicies.

The Dralt EIR describes sn Allernative 1o the propsct with two 18 story
ard two 21 story towets that would reducs many of the negallve impacis,
Inciuding traffic. it ghvas no feason wiy this projsct was ntt choasn,
svan lhough &t is envirsrensntally suparior,

22.1

Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8.
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From; "M Bandeti® <bendetifaan,r.com>

Fo: «dedensPasndiego.gov>

Date: Wed, Sep 27, 2006 4:18 PM

Subject: Project # 858/SCH #2003091106
Commenis on the Drafi EIR for

Monte Vards

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character:

Tha Crsft EIR finds that there are serious unmRigable impacts of this

project on Visual Effects and Neighborhood Chargcter. However, | severely
underststes thess impacts, gioases them over, or denlss them, Theas four
bulldinge are absurdly out of characier with the communlty and the cammunity
plan. They would tower ovar sverything else, They would permil danaities

hat far axcead what is altowed In the community plan: 188 dwaling unils

per acre compered to the currsntly alowabla 45-75 unitfecrs, The EIR must

fully arxd clearty describe the savers impacts of these changas.

Growth Inducemeni: The Drafi EIR falls lo acknowiedgs that s project wik
Imad to & cascade of changes In the character of our comnunity. Once this
prolact recelvea community plan amendmants to aliow ihesa dresticslly new
haighls end levels of denaily, other developers are surs 1o argue they, 160,
should recelve pian amasndments to increasa their helght end denaity. In
iacl, requests for pian amendments to drastically iIncrease density srs
sready tned ug right bahind this project and wil surely argue that if

this project Is approved, Ihey 100 should raceive approval.

Pack andg Library Services: The Drafl EIR acknowiadgs that this project would
add hundrads of new rasidents in an area thel alrexdy falla vary far short

of tha city standard in neighborhood parks end librery asrvices. Yt tha

Oraft EIR simply states this "l pot a significant mpact.” The Drefl EIR
cannot ignore this significant and urmitigable tmpaot.

The Draft EIR saverely understates the impact of the very long shadows thesa
bulldings would cast, It understetss ihe amount of daly ruck traffc thal
would cocir durkg the 5-12 year tima frame of excavation and construction.
It does not adequately desc:iba {he routes ko ba used by construction
vahiclas and does rot aszaess the nolse (mpects of these vehicies,

The Draft £IR descaribes an Allemative to the project with two 18 story and
two 21 story iowars (hat would reduce many of the napative Imperts,
Including traffic. 1 gives no reason why this project waa sol chovan, sven
thaugh il i envimnmentaly supetor.

Al Bandelt

5728 Honors Dr

San Diego, CA 92122
D s LT COM

23.1

Please reler to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8.
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From: “Maryl Bark” <berkmn@yahoo.com>
To: <DSDEASQsandlegs.gov>

Date: Tus, Sap 28, 2008 $0;50 PM
Subject: Opposed to towers

Commiarts on tha Draft EIR for Monts Verde

Visust Effscts mnd Nelghborhood Character: .

The Drafl EIR finds that there are sorious ynmiligable
impacis of (his project on Yisusl Effects and
Helghborhood Character, However, Il ssversly
utdarstates these impacta, glosses them tver, of
danias ihem. These four buldings are absurdly out of
character with fhe community and the community plan,
Thay woukd lower over everything slas. They would
permi denalties that far exceed whal s allowsd n
the communily plan: 183 dwaling tnits per scrs
compared to the currentty aflowabfe 45-75 unftiacre.
The EIR must fully and cleatty describa Lhe asvers
impacts of these changes.

Growih mducement: The Draft EIR fals la acknowledge
{hat tha projacl will faad to 8 cascade of changss in
1he character of our community. Cnee this projact
racalvas community plan amendmants {0 plow ihase
drasticafty new heights and levels of dansity, olher
devalopars are sura to grgus thay, koo, sthoutd cacelve
plan amendmants 1o increaas thelr height and dens!ty.
infaci,r foxt plan chm o drastically
ncrsarae denslty sre alrsady Bned up right behind

this project and wil surely argus that ¥ thia

projact s approved, they 100 should recelve approved,

Park and Library Services: The Draft EIR acknowledpe
that this projeci would add hundeeds of new residents
n an ares hal siready falls very fer shor of the

city stendard In neighborhood pavks and Bbrary
servicas, Yal Lhe Drafl EIR almply states this "is not

a significant impact.” The Dreft EIR canncl ignore

this significant and unmiigable impact

Tha Draft EIR vaversly underatates the impact of the
very kong shadows (hese bulldings would cast. It
undarstates the amount of dally truck traflic that
wouki ooour during the 5-12 yeor tima frama of
excavation and conttruciion. i doss nol adequately
describe the roates 1o be uaed by comtnoction
vahicks and does nol nansen fhe nolse lmpacts of
{hexe vehicles.

The Draft EfR desoribes an Atemative to the project
with two 18 slory and two 21 story lowshs (hat would
raducs many of the nagalive Impscts, Inc

traffic. i gives no reasan why this projsct was hot
chouan, Bven though i s environmentaly superior,

Mary Berk
5505 Siressmann Stroet
San Diega, CA 92122

24.1

Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8.
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25.3

25.4

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

From: “Marguarlto Bisttner, BSRM, CRA" <Rnu-rd1Trhl@OneWomm >

To: «DSDEASEsandiego.gov>

Date: Wed, Sep 27, 2006 12:51 PM

Subject: Commanta on the Draft £1R for Monte Verde Prol-nct No, 858/SCH No. 2003081128

To Whom It May Concam;

I am a local U.C. resident. | itve within 1 mile proximity to this project

s wall ea the proposed Rpgsnh Rd. brldgu 1 believe the contemporaneous
Hiona to cor and d p this area are not colncidental. |

funhar belteve that the changes imposad w1 » direct resutt are anticipated

1o ba of grest financirl gain lo » group of supporters, none of whom lve

i the area 1o be effecied.

This w1l be to the detiment of o9 my neighbors, those from the |- 5
ragion, Sorento Vakey and nearby Clakamont as well. | hava Inchudad
dnlalled commenis supportad by myselfl and these neighbora,

| am personaly asking for consideration of end a direc! responss io our
concerng aboul the major and delsterioys impacy tha propased chenges wil
foist on this neighborhood. incressed kraffic, overwhsiming Jumo in
populatlon, destruction of the beauty and atmosphers of ihis communlty juat
t0 name A faw,

It is obvious that should this ptolect pans, lho el requirement wii be 10
bulid new schoots by of sheer y. The continued umbie down
#ffact will then ravage and digest ihe sntire mme of UC. Esstof I5.
Ohbviously. This Is the begirning of numerous projects that wil srode and
corrode the quality of Ie provided to the reskients, tourists, healthcare
providers, university faculty, and othar individuats who by choosing to
rejocete in (ks niche srea of San Dlego, made a alatement about the
appearencs, qually of Ife and amblancs Untvecalty Clty sxempiifies.

MYSELF INCLURED, Please read on.

Commanis on the Drefl EIR for Monle Varda Visua® Effects and Nelghborhood

" Cheructer:

The Draft EIR finds that 1here ara serious immitigable Impacts of this

project on Visual Efiects and Nelghborhood Character. Howevar, It seversly
ungsraiates thass tmpacts, glossey them over, or danies them. Thase four
bulldinga are bsurdly oul of character with the community and the community
plan. They would kower over sverything eise. They would permi densities

that far exceed whal ls sliowed In the community plan: 108 dwslling unite

per acre comparad o the currently sliowable 45-75 unit/acre. The EIR must
Tully and gisarly describe the severs impacls of (hese changes,

25.1

25.2

253

25.4

These comments are noted, and the comnienter’s objection to the project
is acknowledged.

As discussed in Section 5.4, the DEIR has acknowledged potential
impacts to public services including schools. The project would be
subject to payment of school impact fees. Under State law, the payment
of these fees is considered adequate mitigation for CEQA purposes.

Comment noted. Various aspects which help define qualily of life
including air quality, neise, traffic and neighborhood character are

discussed in the EIR.

Pleasc refer to responses lo comments 10.1 through 10.8.
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RESPONSES

Growth Inducernent: Tha Draft EiR falls to acknowiedge that this project wil
Wwadton de of qat W e ch of o iy, Omnes this
project receivas community plan smendmenta to diow thase drastically new
hatghis and levels of denity, other developars are surs to argus they, too,
should receive plan smendmants to Incresss thalr height andg denslty. In
fact, racy for plan fments to drastically increase density are
already Iined up right behind this projacl and wil surely argue thel i

thie project Is approved, they too should receive spproval,

Park and Library Services: The Draft EIR acimowiadge that thiy project would
udd hundrads of new realdenta |In an area thal already falts vary far short

of the city standard In neighborhood parks and library sarvices. Yel the

Drafl EIR simply states thls “is not a significant impact.” The Draft £IR
cannot ignore Lhis significant snd immidgable impact.

Tha Draft EIR seversly undersisies iha impact of Ihs very long shadows these
bufidings weuid cast, It undarstales the smount of daly truck treffiic that

would oceur during tha 8-12 year line frams of sxcavation and conatruction.

It does not adequataly describe tha rouias to bs Lsed by construction
vuhicies and does nol zssess the nolse impects of thase vehicies,

Tha Oraft EIR describes an Alternative to the project with two 18 atory and
two 21 story towers Lhal would raduce many of the negative mpacts,
Inckiding iraffic. )| ghves no reason why hia projact was nol chosen, aven
though H ls environmentally suparior,

This community fiys & banner thal states UC (s "pot sl ancliher
Paighbothood™,

Marguatite Blattner, BSRN, CRA
7738 Camino Noguera

San Dego, CA 92122

858, 775, 0822

25.5

Comment noted.
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From: <maryannadfitethave com>

To: <DSDEAS aundlego.gov>

Oste: Wed, Sep 27, 2008 12:38 FM

Subjact: Projact No. B580SCH No. 2003001108 Mary Anna Boals 7887 Camino Kiosco San
Diego, CA 02122

Visus Effects and Naighborhood Chargcter: The Drafl EIR finds Lhat (hers
ara serious unmitigable impacts of this profect on Visusl Effscts and
Neighbortiood Character. Howaver, It saverely undsestates these knpacts,
Gloases them over, or dsniea tham, Thess four bulldings ere absurdly out of
character with the commumlty and the community plan. They would tower over
overylhlog elss. They would parmil densillss that far axcead what ls

akowad In ths community plan: 188 dwelling unite per ocrs compared 1o the
currently allowabla 45.75 uniVacra. Tha EIR must fully and claarly

describe the severs Impacts of Ihese changes. .

Qrowth Inducement: The Draft EIR falls to ecknow!sdge that this project

will lsad to a cascade of changes In tha character of our community. Orce -
this projac] recelves community plan amendmenta o allow (hase drasticslly
new hisights and lsvels of denstty, olher devalopars are surs lo argus they,
to0, should recalve plan amsndmenis 10 increass iheir height and denslly. In
fact, req for plan dments to drastically increass dansity are
eiraady lined up right behind this project and witt mursty argue that if

thin prolac b epproved, they oo atould cecatve approval.

Park and Libtary Services: The Draft EIR acknowledge that this project
woldd add hundreds of new rssidents iy an area that airaady falls very far
short of the city standard in neighborhood parke and library servicas. Yel
ths Drafl EIR aimply stetes this 4€ceis not a algnificant Impact. 4€ Tha
Draft EIR cannot ignore 1his significan? and unmitigabia impact.

The Drafi EIR severely undersisies the impact of the vary long shadows
Irens bulidings would cast. it undersialss the amount of datly tnick
traffic thal wouid ocour during tha 5-12 yesr lime frams of excavation and
conslruction, 1t dosa nat edsquatety describe 1he routes o be vaed by
construction vehicles and doss nol essess 0 noiss impacts of thess
vahklas. Tha Drafl EIR describes an Allernative to ihe project with two
18 story and two 21 siory lowars thal would reduca many of the negalive
Impacta, Inciuding traffic. it gives no reason why this project was not
thosen, avan though It is environmentatty superior.

26.1

Plcase refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8.
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From: "Kim B* <kimbolvari @hotmaii.com>
To: <DSDEAS@isandlega gov>

Date: Wad, Sep 27, 2008 10:47 AM

Subjsct: Projact No. 658¥SCH No. 2003091108

oy ramm s Kim Bolivar. | fve in 4070 Porte de Paimes #13, San Diego, CA
2122

Comments on the Drafl EIR for Monte Verde

Visual Effscts and Heighborhood Charsctsr:

The Draft EIR finds thel thers ara serious unmitigable kmpacia of Ihis

project on Visusl Efacts and Naighborhood Character. However, i ssversty
uhderstriea these impacts, glossas them ovar, or denles them. Thess four
bulidings are mbeurdly out of character with the community and the commumity
plan. They would tower over everything elsa. Thay would permi denstbes

thal far exceed what ls afowed in the community plan: 163 dwelling units

per pcre compered to the currently aflowable 45-76 unit/acrs, The EIR mus!
fulty and clearty describa the severs impacia of thesa clanges,

Growth Indutement: The Draft EIR falls to ecknowiedge that (hs project witt
lead to a cascads of changes in the chorscler of our communtty. Once this
project recatves community plan amendments to allow These drastically rew
helghts and levels of denslty, other developers are surs o argue thay, oo,

alrandy lined up right behind this projec! srd wil surely angue that f
this project v approved, hay too should receive approval,

Park and Library Sarvices: The Draft EIR acknowisdpa that this projscl would
#dd hundreds of new residents in an aren that slresdy falls very far ahor

of tha city standard In neighborhood parks and lbrary servicen. Yet tire
Drafl EIR simply statoy this “ls ncl & significant impacy.® The Draft EIR
cannot Ignors this significant end unmifigabie impacl

though 1 s mwirenmentaity suparion.

Plaave take My comments into account and stop that project.
Sincersly,
Kim Boliver,

271 Please refer Lo responses to comments 10,1 through 10.8.

27.2 Comment noted, This comment will be forwarded to the City Council
for its consideration as part of the FEIR.
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From: “Calina Bonnefous® <caline_bonnefous @tyzhoo,com>
To: <DSDEAS @aandiego. gov>

Date: Wad, Sep 27, 2006 4:56 PM

Subjeci: Projsct No, 8583/SCH Mo, 2003091108

Caline Bonnafous

4425 Via Sspulvedn

San Disge, CAINIZ2
Comments on tha Drafl EIR for Monte Verde

Visual Effects and Nelghborhood Character;

The Draft ER finds that thers ars serious unmiligable
Impacts of this projact on Visual Effscts and
Naighborhood Character. Howaver, [l severety
underststes thess kmpacty, glosses thern over, or
denies them. Thase lour bulldinga are abaurdly out of
charactar with the community and the community plan.
They would tower over sverything aisa, They would
pormit decaitles that far sxosed what is aliowed In

the community plan: 188 dweling units per ocre
compared lo tha currently allowabls 46-75 unilacre.
Ths E{R muet fully and clearty describe tha severs
impacts of these changes.

Growih Inducement: Tha Draft £IR fafls to acknowiadge
that thie project Wil lead 1o a cascade of chenges in
1ha charecter of our community. Onoe this project
recalves community plan amendmants o alow these
drastically new halghts end levats of denalty, cther
davelopers are sure ko argus they, too, should receive
plan amendments lo Increase (hair height and denaity,
In fact, r ts for plan amendmenta to drastically
Increase density aro aiready linsd up right behind

this projsct and will surely argus (hat if this

project [s approved, thay too shoukd receive spproval.

Park and Library Services: The Drafl EIR acknowledgs
thal this projsct would add hundreds of new reskdents
In en area that atraady lefls very fer shoct of the

ety gtundacd In netgnbarchood parks and Wbrary
sorvices. Yel the Drsfl EIR simply staies this “ls not

a significant Impact.* Tha Drafl EIR cannol Ignore

this aignificant and unmitigabte Impact.

The Draft EIR seversly uridaratales the impect of the
vary long ahadows thess buldings would cast, It
undarsiates the amou of dally fruck traffic 1hat
woild oecur during the 5+12 year ime frame of
sxcavalion and conskuction, Hl does not adequatsly
describe the routas lo be ussd by consthuction
wahicies ard doss not sesesa the nolss kmpacts of
these vahicies.

The Drafi EIR describes an Alismative to the protect
with two 18 story and two 21 story towers thal would
raducs many of the negative impects, Including
waffic. It givea no reason why this projsct was not
chosen, even tough & is environmentally superior,

Celine Bonnefous
4425 Via Sepuleda, #3
San Disgo, CA 02122

USA
(458) 028.9255

28.1

Please refer to responses to comments 10,1 through 10.8.
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From; “Kathy Bowles* <howiesoverfyahoo.com>
To: <DSDEASfsandiego gov>

Dats: Wed, Sep 27, 2008 10:23 AM

Bubject: Projeci#850¥SCH No. 2002091108

Comments on the Dradt EIR for Monte Verds

Vigusl Effects arx! Neighborhood Character: '

The Draft EiR finds Lhal Ihere ate verlous urvnlﬂoahfe Wnpracts of this project on thaf Effects and
Neighborhood Characier. Howaver, It severely undmhlu thesa Impacts, dnun tham over, or denies
then, Thess four butidings are abaurdly oul of with the ity and the Rty pran.
They woutd tower ovar sverything sise. They would parmil densities that far sxcesd what is allowed ki the

plary: 188 dweling units per acre COMpPaid o the SXTeRly sikwable 46-T6 untfecre. The EIR
munat fully and claarty dascribe the severs (mpacts of thess changes.

Growth inducernent: The Draft EIR (als {o scknowiedgs that this project will lsad 10 8 cascade of chanpes
in the characier of our community, Onca this projec! recaives commumnity plan amendments 1o efiow these
draslicaly new heights end levels of danalty, other developers &re sire to argua they, 100, shoukd recelive
pian smendmants o Ircreass thalr haight and density, In fact, requests for plan smendments to draatically
Incremse denaity are already Hned up right behind thie projact and will surely srgus that i this project ls
npproved, they 1oo should recelve epprovel.

Park B Library Services: The Drafl EIR acknowladge that this project would add hundreds of new
residants in an arsa thot s'ready falls very far short of the city standard in neighborhood parke and library
anrvices. Yal the Deaft EIR simply states this *is not » significsnt impact ® The Draft Elﬂmmlww.n this
significant and unmitigable impact.

Tha Draft EIR yeversly understates the impaci of tha very long shadows these bulidings would cast. I
undersiates the smount of dally truck traflio that would occur during the 5-12 year time frems of
excavation and conatruction. 1t does not adequately dascriba the routes to be used by construction
vehiclss and doee not assess tha noles Impacts of these vahicles.

The Draft EIR descxibas an Altsrnative to the oroject with twe {8 story and two 271 slory towera that would

reducs marny of tha negslve mpecta, mmmitdwlmmammmmmmmlmm
wven though Rt s srvironmantaily suparior,

Sincergly,

Kality Bowies

3142 Cammegle PI.
San Disgo, CA 82122

Slay In the know, Pulse on the new Yahoo.corn. Check il oul.

29.1

Please refer to responses to conunents 10.1 through 10.8,
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30.1

30.2 [

From: "Pam Boyls" <boylepadeiphis.net>
To: <DADEAST »andlago gov>

Dute: Wad, Sep 27, 2006 10:11 AM
Subject: Project No. 05835CH No. 2003091108

Comments on the Draft EIR fer Monte Verde

Vigual Effects end Neighborhood Character:

The Orafl EIR fircts that (hefe are sarious unmitigable impacis of (his

project on Visusl Effects and Nelghborhood Characler. Howaver, it saverety
underatetes these Impacts, giosnes them over, or denley them, Thess four
butelrgs are sbsurdly out of character with the community and the community
plan, They would tower over everything alss. They would permit deasitiea

that far sxcesd what ks sliowed [n Lhe community plan: 188 dweling Lnlis

per pcrs compared to the cumrently allowable 4576 unitacre. The EIR must
futty and clearty d ibe the savere impacts of thess ch

Growh Inducernent: The Drafl E1R fafis to ecknowledgs that this project will
lerd to & cascads of changes In the character of our community. Once inls
profect racelves community plan emandments 1o allaw thees drestically new
heights and lavels of density, othar developers are ure o srgue they, too,
should recetve pian smandments (o increase their height end denslty. In
fadt, for plan drments o icatly incrasen derslty wre
alraady lined up right behind this project and will surely argue that If

Ihia project is approved, they 100 should recalve approvel,

Park and Library Services: The Drafl EIR acknowledgs that this project would -

add hundreds of new rasidanta In an arga that already fefls far short of the
clty standgard in nelghborhrood parke and fbrary ssrvices. Yet the Draft EIR
simply siates this e not 8 significant impact.” The Draf EIR cannot
Ignore this significant and unmiligable impact.

The Drafi EIR seversly understaies the impact of the very kng shadaws thase
bultdings would cast. It undarstales tha amounl of dally truck traffio thal
would occur during the 5-12 year lima frame of excavation end construciion,

N does not adsquately describe the routes to ba used by construction

vehlcies and dosa not assess the nolas impacts of thews vehicles,

The Dreft EIR describes an Altsrnative to the projact with two 18 story and
v 21 story towers thet would reduce matry of the negative impacty,
Inctuding traffic. it gives no resson why lhis projact was not chosen, even
though 1 1a snvirenmentally supsrior.

Don’t even think about this exponentiat increass In densityl)l!
Pamela Boyle

4120 Porla Da Merano #70
San Diago, CA 92122

"30.1 Picase refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8.

30.2 Comment noted. The density of the project is consislent with the overall
density authorized by the Community Plan for the arca. (Please sce
responses to comments 10.2 and 10.3)
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

From: *Bil Brahet” <BBEreher@rbogiobal oets
To! «DSDEAS@uandlsgo.gov>

Dats: Wad, Sep 27, 2000 8:27 AM

Bubject: Project Ko, 8583SCH No. 2003001108

Tralfic on Geneyee and the surrounding UTC urea |s slready 8 parking fot
severs| imes & dey and fire protection h blocked by the denas

traffle, The new trafflic cranted by these bulldings wil makae this

totally unaccapable.

Vizunl Effects snd Meighborhood Charecten

The Craft E'R finds thal there are serious unmitigebls mpecls of (his
project on Visusl Effects and Nelghborhood Character. However, it
seversly understalos twse Impacts, gioasss them over, or denles tham.
Thesa four bulldings &ns absuddty oul of character with the communtty
and the community plan, They would tower over sverylhing slse, They
would permit densitles thal far sxceed whal is sllowed in the cornmuntty
pian; 168 dwailing unls par acre compared to the currently alowable
45-75 unit/acre. The EIR must fully and clearly describe the severe
npacts of these chenges.

Growth Inducamaent: Tha Draft EIR fafa to acknowledge that this prejsd
will lsnd to & de of goy In the ct of our £or

Onca this project raceives communliy plan emendments ta alow thens
drasticalty new heights and levels of dansity, other deveiopers are sure
10 argus they, lo, should recelve plan amerdments io incraase thex
helght and-density. In fact, recuests for plun amandments to drasticaliy
Incraase density ars akeady iinsd up right behind this project and wil
wurely srgus that ¥ s project i eppooved, they toa should recalve
approval. .

Park end Library Services: The Dreft EIR acknowiedge that this project
would edd hundreds of new residents in an sres that stready falls very
Far aharl of the city stendard in nelghborhood parks and Iitrary
sarvicen. Yat the Draft EIR simply states this "Is nol a significant
impect.” The Draft EIR cannot ignore this significant and unmitigable
Impact. ) N

Tha Ocaft EIR seversty undaratzies the mpact of tha vacy lohg shadows
thess bultdings would cast. i undersiates the amount of dally truck
traffic: that would occur during Lhe 5-12 yeer time irame of sxceresiion
and construction. |t does nol adequatsly destriba the routes to be used
by canatruction vehiciss snd dosa ncl massss the noiss knpacts of these
vohicles, .

The Draft EIR dasceibes an Aternativa to the project with two 18 story.
and twa 21 atory bywercs that would reduce many of tha negative impacts,
ncluding traffie. It gives no resson why this project was not chossn,
even though N Is anvironmentalty superior.

Sincersly,

Joan arxd Bil Breher
3265 Walmer Place
San Diega, CA 92122

311

312

This comment is noted.

Please refer to responses to conunents 10.1 through 10.8,
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32.2

- COMMENTS

RESPONSES

From: "HALLIE BURCH" <HALLIEB@aan.m.com>
To: <DSDEAS@aandieg.pov>

Date: Wed, Sap 27, 2008 3:11 PM

Subject: Project No. 866631/ SCH NO. 2003091108

Please exercisa great caution when conaldering amending tha community plan Io sfow four towara to ba
buttt in an already heavily impectsd area. The rasponsibtity of maintaining tha intsnt of communtty plans
must ba fiest and foremaost In the declalon making process. I this project [s sllowed 1o ga thedugh, the city
wiil agaln have fallen Into the hands of developers and untmpedad growth will ba afowed 1o continue.

Visual Effecta and Nelghborhood Character:

The Draf EIR finds that there are serlous unmilligeble impacts of tats project on Viaual Effscts and
Nsighborhood Charactar, However, | severaly undersiates thess impacts, gloases them over, o danles
them. Thase four bultdings are absurdly oul of character with Lhe community and tha community plan.
They would tower over avarylhing eise. They would permnit denslties that far excead whal s gliowed In the
community plan: 168 dweYing units per acre compared 1o the currently aflowable 45-75 unitacre, The EIR
must fully and clearly describe the severe Impacts of thase changas,

Growth fnchrcement: Tha Draft EIR fals to acknowledgs that this project il Isad to a cascadae of changes
In the characier of our community. Once this project recetves community plan amendments 1o alicw thess
drastically new haights and levels of density, other devalopers are sure to argue ey, ine, should recelve
plen amendmants Lo Increasa thei halght and density. In fact, requasta for plan emendrnents to drastically
increasa denslty ars already linsd up right behind this project end will sursly argue thal If this project ls
approved, they too should recelve epproval. )

Park and Library Services: The Draft £IR acknowledge ihat this projsc: would add hundreds of hew
residents In vn ares that afready (alls very far short of the city standard In heighborhood parke end Iibrary
s&rvices. Yet ths Drafl EIR simply etates this 73 nol a sipnificant impact.” The Dreft EIR cannot ignore this
slgriflcant and unmiilgable impact,

The Draft EIR severely understalss the impact of the vary lang shadows these bulldings would cast. It
tinderstates the amount of dally truck tratfic that would occur during the 5-12 year Uma frame of
axcavation and construction. |t dass nol sdequataly describe the routes 1o be used by construction
vehicies und does nol assees the noise impacts of Lhese vahicles.

Fhe Dralt EIR dascriben an Allemalive i the pro|aci with two 18 atory and two 21 story towses that would
raduce many of tha negative impacts, including traffic. It gives no raason why thia projct was not ohosen,
#ven though It s environmantally superlor,

Hailie Burch
2887 Angell Avenus

San Diego, CA 92122

32.1

322

Please refer to responses to comments 10.2 and 10.3. The Specific Plan
area is approaching build-out, and there are limited opportunilics for
additional high-density projects in the arca.

Pleasc refer to responses lo comments 1.1 through 10.8.
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

From: "Peter Burch® <dpstec @san.m.com>
To: <DSDEASEnandiege gov>

Drate: Wed, ep 27, 2008 7:53 AM
Subject: Commants on Monta Verdedrafi EIR

Commenta on the Dredt EIR for Monts Verde

Visush Eftects and Naighbothood Charecier.

Tha Drafi EIR finds thal thers ars serious unmitigable Impacta of this project on Visuat Efiects and
Nelghborhood Characier. However, R severely understates thess Impacis, (foasas them avat, or donies
them. Thess four mndlngl ars abayedly out of character with the community and the cormmunity plan,
Thay would lowsr ovar everything else. Thay would parmit densities that far exceed what s ellowad In the
community plan: 188 dwelling uniis par acre comperad lo the currenty allowable 45-75 unitacre. The EIR
must fuily and clsarly describe |ha savers impacts of thess changes,

Growth Inducament: The Draf EIR falls to ecknowledge that this project wifl leed to a cascade of changes
In tha characier of our communily, Onca this project recelves community plan amendments lo allow thase
drastically new heights and levels of denslty, cther developers Bre sure lo argue they, Ioo lhouid rooelva
plan amendiments to Incresas thalr beight and density. in iact, req for plan to

Y

or pl
ncreasa density are airesdy lried up rght behing this project #nd wil! surely argus that K this project is
approved, (hey too should recatve approval,

Park and Library Services: The Draf EIR acknowledgs thal this project wou'ld add hundreds of new
residents In an area that airaady fally vary far short of tha oty standard In neighborhood parks and library
anrvices. Yat the Drafl EIR simply atatan this "3 not & significant Impact” The Draft EIR cannot ignors this
significant and unmiligable impact,

The Oraf EIR severely understates tha impact of the very long shadowa these bulldings would cast, It
undarstatey the amount of dafty truck, traffic that woutd oceyr during the 6.12 ywar time frame of
excavation and construcilon. it does not adequutsty describe th routes ko ba used by construciion
varhicles and doas nol assess {hs noise Impacts of thase vehickes.

The Draft EIR describes an Alternative to the project with wo 18 slory and two 21 story towers that would
reduce many of the negative impacts, including traffic, It gives na reascn wiy this project was not chosen,
aven though it I8 snvionmentaty suparior.

33.1

Please refer to responscs to comments 10,1 through 10.8.
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- COMMENTS

RESPONSES

From: “Frark Covall” </covatt@abcglobat.nst>
Te: <DSDEASGsandiego.gov> .
Duts: Tum, Sep 26, 2008 11:22 PM

Subject: Project No. 8563SCH No. 2003091108

Comments on the Draft EIR for Monte Varde

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character: '

The Draft EIR finds (hat (here gre sertous unmitigabls impacts of thia project on Visual Effects and
Neighberhood Character. However, )t saverely undersiates (heas impacis, plosses them over, or denlss
iham, These four bulidings are absurdly out of charactar with the community @né Ihe community plan.
They would tower over avengthing elee. They would permit densliies that far excead what |s alicwed in the
community plan; 168 dwalling units par ncre compared 1o the currantly alowabls 45-T5 unitacrs. The EIR
must fully and cleardy describe tha savare impacts of thess changes.

Griredn 'nducement: Tha Draft EVR 1ol ¥o scknowiedpe that this project whl 18s7 1o & cascade of chanpes
In the charggier of our community. Once this prolect recalvas community plan amendments 1o aeffow these
drastically new helghts and levels of dansily, other devetopers are aure lo argus thay, oo, shou'd recetve
plan amendments ko Increase their hsight and densty. In fact, requests for plan amendments to drasticaly
increasa danalty are already Ninad up right behind this projsct and will surely argus (hat § 1his project s
spproved, they oo should recetve approvel.

Fark and Library Services: Tha Drafl EIR acknowiedge that this projsct woutd add hundreds of new
residents In an aree that atready fafls very far shorl of the city standard in nelghbortocd parks and iibrery
servicas. Yst the Draft EIR simply stales this “is not a algrificant impact.” The Draft EIR cannet ignore this
signiiicant and unmitigabs Impact.

The Drafl EIR seversly underatates the knpaci of the very long shacows theas bultdings woutd cast, 1
understates the amounl of dalty truck trafflc thet would ocour during the 5-12 year time frame of
excavation end conalruction. it doss not adsquately describa \ha routes to be usad by construciion
vahlcles and doss nol aesers Ihe naiss impacls of tese vehicles,

The Draft EIR dascribens an Allamative 10 tha profact with two 18 story gnd wo 21 story towers that wou'c
reduce many of tha nagative Impacts, including affic. it gives no reason why ihis project was not chasen,
wven though It Is anvironmantaty supstior,

Sireataly,
Frank Covalt

56811 Tulane Street
San Diega CA B2122

341

Please refer to responses to comments {0.1 through 10.8.
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

From: "Enma Cox” <ermajcoxdfsbogiobal ret>
To: <DSDEAGandingo gov>

Dats: Wad, Sap 27, 2008 9:40 AM

Bubject: Projsct # G58¥SCH No. 2003031108

| am very concerned sbout he propeand project aboul 1o be approved for the following reasons:Visual
Effacta and Neighborhood Gharacter: Tha Drafl EIR finds thet thera are serious unmitigabia Impacts of
this project on Visual Effects and Naighborhood Character, However, Il ssvaraly umnderstatas thase
Impacts, alouu them aver, or denkn them. Thess four bulidings ere abaurdly cul of character with the

ity mnd the plan. They would towsr over sverything slas, They would pennlt denstties
that far axcesd what s nllwnd In the community plan: 188 dwelling units per ecre compared to the
currenily eiowabls 45-75 urit/acre. The EIR must fully and claarly dencriba the severs Impacts of ihese
cthanges.

Growth [mducsment; The Draft £1R (aa (6 acknowiedga Ihai this project Wi lend 10 2 cascads of chenges

In tha character of our cammuntty. Once this project recelvas community plan amsndments 1o ellow thase
drasfically new heighin ard levels of density, olher developers are sure lo argue [hay, loo, should recelve
plan amendments lo Increase thalr haight and density, [n facl, requests for plan amendmenis to drastically
Incrazse density are aleady Bned up right bshind this project and will sursly argus thai If this profect s
approved, they toa should receive approvel,

Park and Library Sarvices: The Draft EIR acknawledgs that this project would add hundreds of new
rasidents in an area thai sirsady fafts very Tar short of the clty standard (n neighborhood parks and Itbrary
services. Yet (ha Dvafl EIR simply states (hly Monis nol & significan inpact4€ The Draft EIR cannot
gniore this signiflcant and unmiligable Impact.

The Draft EIR severoly understales the Impact of e very long shadows (hase bulidings would cast, &
understates the amoun of dafy truck raffic that would octur durksg the 5-12 year [ime frame of
excavation and conatrugtion. it does not adequately describe the routes (o be used by construciion
wehicion and does nol asnsss he nolss impacts of these vehicles,

Tha Dralt EIR describes an Allemallve to the projscl with two 18 story and two 21 story towers that would
reduca mAny of the nagative impects, nduding raffic. R gives no reason why Ihis project was nol chasen,

avan though [t fs environmantally superior

Thanks

Erma Gox

5062 Mt Gaywas Dr.
San Diego, CA 82117

351

Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8.
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36.2

363

From: “Fay Crevoshey” <faycrevidyzhoo.com>
To: <DSDEASEsardiego.gav>

Date: Wad, Sap 27, 2006 456 AM

Subjact: Project No, 8585CH No. 2003084108

To whom I may concern

I tive In Untverslty Clty and | am very concernad that
no one fa pralacting my neighbarhood. Can you help
stop thase bulldings?

Yisued Effects and Naighborhood Charactsr

The Oraft EIR finds that thers are serious unmiligable
Impacts of this projsct on Visual Effects and
Nolghborhood Charactar. Howaver, i saverely
underciates thase impacts, glossss them aver, or
derias them. Thase four bulldings are absurdly oul of
character with the community and the community pian.
They would towar over everythlag slse. Thay would
permlt densltins that far exceed what ls allowed In
the commundty plan: 168 dwelling units pew ecre
compared lo the curernily aflowabls 46.76 unti/acre,
‘Tha EIR must iully and clearly describe the savers
impacts of hase changes,

Growih Inducoment: Tha Deaft EiR 1ails to schnowladgs
Ihet thix project will isad to a cascads of changes In
the charpcier of pur community. Once this project
racaives community plan amandments lo allow these
drastically new halights and levels of denaity, other
dovolopers are surn to argue they, too, should recetve
plan ameandmsnis to increass Thek baight and density.
in fadl, req for plan emend ‘o dr Hy
incranse density are already lined up righl behind

this projsct and whl sursly argue that if this

project s approved, they tod should receive approval.

Park and Library Services: The Dreft EIR acknowladge
that this projsct wouid add hundreds of new resicanis
i an arwa (hat already lale vary far short of the

city standard n neighborhood parks and libeary
norvices, Yol tha Draft EIR almply atates this *la not

a significant Impact.” The Draft EIR cannot ignore

this s!gnificant and urnmiigeble mpact.

The Draft EIR severaly undersiales the impact of the
very long shadows thess bulkdings would east. it
undwrstates the amoun of dely fruck traffic that
would occur during the 8-12 year time trame of
excavation and construction. It does not adequately
dascriba the roules 1o be used by consiruction
vahicles and doas not osasss the nolae kmpacts of
thasa vehiclos.

Tha Drafl EIR describeas an Alisenative 1o tha project
with two 18 8l and two 21 atory towsrs that would
raduce many of (he negative impacts, g
trafflo. It gives no reason wity this project was not
ohosen, aven though it s environmantsily superior,

| axpaci you jo take care of my Interasts oo,

Thank you

Fay Crevoahay

8045 Tulsne St

San Diego, CAS 92122

Fay Crevoshay
Communicalions Director
WILDCOAST

026 Seacoest Dr,

Imporiel Boech, CA 91932, USA
Tel: 619.423.86656 ext. 205

Cef, 618.309.5445

Fax: 816.423.6488
ferevorhay@widcoasl. et
wanw.wildcoast.nel

Help Prolect our Coast end Ocean by becoming a WiLDCOAST member:
htipAew wikd 1.neliwilc himi

36.1 The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted and will be
" forwarded to the City Council as part of the Finat EIR.

36.2 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8.

36.3 Comment noted.
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- COMMENTS

RESPONSES

From: *Ciaran Gronin”™ <clarancg@pacbeli.net>
To: <DSDEAS gpsandhge.pov>

Dute: Wad, Sep 27, 2008 T:30 PM

Subject: Project No, 8683SCH Ne. 2003001106

Visual Effects and Naighborhood Character:

The Draft EIR finds kel thare are sarlous unmitigable impacts of thia

projeci on Visual EHects and Nalghborhood Character, However, It noveraty
vundaratates thesw Impacts, giossas them over, or denias them. Thess four
bulidings sre abaurdly oul of charecter with the sommunity and the communlty
plars. They would tower over evaryihing sise. They woeuld permit densities

that far excoed what Is siowsd in ths community plan; 188 dwelling unils
pat acra compared lo the curranty efiowable 45-75 uniacre, The EIR must
fulty and clearly deacriba the savare impacts of thase changes.

. Orgwth induosmaent; The DraR EIR falls to acknowledge that this projnct will

lead o a cascads of changes in the characler of our community. Onca this
project recetves community plan amendmants (o slow hese drastically new
heighta and levets of dansity, other developers ara sura to argue they, oo,
ahouid recetve plan amendments 1o increass thek heighl and denslty. in
fact, raquasia for plan amandmanta to draslicay incraaze density ere
airandy linsd up right behind this prolect ard Wil surely srgue that i

thiz project is epproved, they foo shoukd raceive epproval.

Prark and Library Services: The Deafl EIR acknowledge that this project wousd
add hundreds of new residents In en srea Lthat already falls very Tor short

of the city standard in neighborhood parks and lbrary sarvices. Yel the

Drefl EER simply statas this s nol & signficant Impact,” The Draft EIR
cannot ignore this significant and unmitigable impacl.

The Draft YR seversty undersiates the impact of the very lang shadows thess
buldings wouldd cast, |t understates the amount of dafty ruck traffe that

would ocour during the 8-12 year {ime frame of excavatlon and construciion.
1t does nol mdequately describe the routes to be used by construction
wehicles and does not assess tha nolze Impects of these vahicles.,

The Drafl EIR deacrtbhes an Altermative to the project with two 18 story and
two 21 story towers that would reduce many of the negative impacts,
nchuding rafitc. It gives no reasan why this projec! was ol chosan, even
though K ls environmenially superior.

Sincerely

Claran Cronin
3176 Bunche Avarue

Ban Dlego
CA 92122

37.1

Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8.
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From; "Ella Dang” <efledang{@hotmak.com>
To: <DSOEAS @eandlego.gov>

Cate: Waed, Sep 27, 2008 420 PM

Bubject: Project No. 856/5CH No, 2003001108

Pleas# conalder the following concern rs the Draft EIR:

Growth Inducement: The Draft EIR {afis to acknowiedge that this projsct will

* lsad to a casceds of changes tn Ihe character of our community. Cnca this

profect recolves community plan amandments to aliow these drastically new
helghts and lavels of dansity, other developers are sure {o argue they, oo,
should receive plan emendmants to Increass thek hakgt and denslty. In
fact, requeats for plen amendments lo drastically Increase density ere
already lined up right behind this preject and will surely argue thal If

this projact [y approved, they loo shouid recalve spproval,

Thark you,
L Dang
3488 Millikin Ave.

38.1

Please refer to response to comment 10.3.
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

From: “Dianne Day" <day@uak.edu>

To: <DSDEASReandlego govs>

Dats: Wed, Sep 27, 2006 10:20 AM
Subject: Project No, 54535CH Nc 2003091106

| have been a tong-ims resktent in tha Go'den Triangle end have snjoysd
the comrmunily atmasghere and continue ta do so. The proposed bulldings
ara not only out of character for the erea but will have a tremendous
impact on the daneity of the community ey well. Hare sre some commisnts
and chyarvationa:

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character:

The Draft EIR Ainds that there are serlous unmitigabla kmpacts of this .
project on Visual Effscts snd Naighborhood Charactar, Howevar, It

severaty undersiates lhase impacts, glosses them over, or denles them.
Thesa four bulldings are abaurdty out of characler wilth the community
and the community plan. Thay would tower ovar averylhing slas, They
would parmii densities that far axcead whal ts allowed In the community
plar: 188 dwalling unita per ecre compared ko the currantly elflowable
4B-76 unt/acre. The EIR must fully and clearly describs the 1evers
Impacts of {hess changes.

Growth Inducemseri: The Draft EIR falls o acknowledgs that this profecl.
wil lsad o a cascada of changss in the character of cur community,
Onte thls project recslves community plan amendmenta 1o allow thess
drastically new heights and leveia of density, other develapers are sure
1o srgue they, 100, 3houdd recetvs plan amendments W lnetuu lhelr
height and dertsity. In fact, requests for plan 1o di

increaas dansity are atready inad up righl behind thia project and wil
surely argue Ihat f thia projact is approved, thay loo should recelve
approval,

Park and Library Services; Tha Draft EIR scknowiadpe that this project
would add hundreds of new realdents In an srea that _slready_ falls very
tar shori of the clty standard In neighberhood parke and lbrary
warvices, Yot tha Draft EIR skmply states this "is not a significant
impacL™ Tha Ureft EIR cannat ignoes tis significant and unmitigebie
Impacl

The Draft EIR nevarsly undarstates the Impact of the yary long shadowa
these bulldings would cast. it undarsintes the emount of daby truck
traffic that would occur during tha 5-12 year Umae frama of excavation
and construclion. i doss not adequately describe the routss to be ussd
by cormiruction vehicies and doos not 2ssets the noise Impacts of thass
vehicies,

The Draft EIR deacribas an Attarnative to {he project with two 18 stery
and wo 21 stery lowars thal would retiuce many of the negative impacts,
Indiuding traffic. | glves no reason why this project was not chosen,
even though It i ervironmentally superior.

| would like ko Teceive your comrisnts on the sbove.

Diarna D). Day

VP Developroent

The Safk trattute for Blological Studies
10010 Notth Toray Pines Road

La Jolls, CA $2037

Phone: (856) 452-0840

Fex: (868) 825-2465

day@safk.edu

ww salk.ady

39.1 The commenter’s oppoesition to the project is noted.- For a discussion of
visual impacts, pleasc refer to Section 5.13 of the DEIR. With regard to
density, plcase refer to responses to comments 10.2 and 10.3.

39.2 Pliease refer to responses 1o comments 10.1 through 10.8.

RTC-103
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

From: *Marclo C, de Andrede” ¢mancradelasn.ir.com>

To: <DSDEAS@anndiego.gov>

Dats: Tus, Sep 26, 2006 11:23 PM

Subject: Project No. 8503/SCH No. 2003081108

My wife 2nd 1 would ke ko expr our opposition lo the pl ‘dwdnwmmhmuume:

Ave. and La Jots Village Drive for the reasons described on the draft E1R an (hiy project {#0n balow).
Thenk you for your attention lo thll matier.
Sincerely,

Marcio de Andrads, Ph.0, '
3431 Vitanova Ave.
San Diego, CA 82122

Visual Effacts and Nelghborbood Character:

The Drafl EIR finds that thers are serious unmitigable impects of this project on Visusl Efects and
Nalghborhoor Character. Howsvar, It ssversly undertiates thesa impacts, glossss Ihem avar, or denies
them. Theas four buldings are abaurdly out of character with the commurity and the community plan,
They woutd tower over everything aise. They would parmi densitias thal far axceed what is atowed in the
community plan: 168 dwel’ng units per acrs compared to the currently aflowsbla 45-78 uniVacrs, The EIR
mus! fufly and cearly describe lhe severs Impacts of theas changss.

Growth Inducement; The Draft EIR fails Yo acknowiadga that this project will lsad to » cascada of changes.
It the character of our community. Once this projact recelves commurdty plan emendments (o atow these
draatioaly new heights and lovels of density, ather developers are sure 1o srgue 1y, koo, shoutd recekve

plan amandmants io Increase thair halghl and danalty. In fact, requests for pfan is 10
Incranaa denalty gre girandy lined un ight bahind this projec snd whl au oly miyue that if rhls project is
approved, Ihey 100 shoukl recelvs ap.umval

Park and Library Services: The Draft ETR acknowledga that this project would add hundreds of new
ronldents in Bn area lhat diready fells very far shari of ihe clty siandard In neighborhood perks and ltbrary
anrvices, Yat the Drafl EIR simply sisiss this "Is not o lanlﬂGli'li Impact.” The Dref EIR cgnnot ignors this
significant and unmitignbls impactL

The Drafl EIR severaly underatates the Impact of tha very long shadows these bulldings would cast, i
understates the amount of dafly truck traffic that would occur during the 5-12 year thme frame of
excavation end comiruciton. It does not sdequaltsly describe the rouias fo ba used by corstruction
vehicies end does not assess the necisa knpacts of ihess vohicles,

Tha Drafl EIR describes an Altemative 1o the project with two 18 slory and two 21 story lowers that woulkd
recduce mery of the negative impacts, Inotuding traffic, it ghess no resson why this project wes nol chosen,
svan thaugh I 1s stvicanmentally supedor.

40.1

Please refer to responses Lo comments 10,1 through 10.8.
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RESPONSES

From: “Christine DsMatis Panfiskd” <cdemarla@san.ir.com>
To: <DSDEAS I sandlege.gov>

Data: Tue, Sap 28, 2000 8:35 PM

Bubject: Project No. 658XSCH No. 2003081108

Serioualy, pecple. Whatis wrong with Hils pictura? How can you

aboul the burden on Genasaee ard then approve & project
ke thia? How much me you people taking from the developara, anyway?
My namia la Christine DeMaria Penfield and | Ive at 2730 Curle Place San
Dlego, CA 92122 and | ssriously oppose this and sfl olher short-sighted
disastrous profects |ike It

Commenta ort the Draft EiR for Monte Verds

Visual EMects and Neighborhood Chacacter:

The Draft EIR finds that thers are aarfous unnitigadle Impacts of this
project on Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character. However, il
saversly underatates ihese Impacts, glosses them over, or denlas them.
These four buiidings are atsurdly out of characler with the community
and the community plan. They would tower over everylhing else. They
would parmit denasitles that tar exceed whai ts aficwad In the community
plan: 168 dwalling undts per acre cormparad 10 (b currantly sllowabls
45-73 uniVacre. The EIR musl fully and claacty describa the savers
Impacts of Inese changss.

Growih Indycement: Tha Draft EIR fafs 10 acknowiadge that this project
wil isgd to a cascads of changes in the charectsr of our community.
Once this profect reteves community plan amendsments to allow theas
drasilcally new heighte snd levels of denslty, olher devaiopers are sure
to argue they, (00, should recelve plan amendments to increase their
height and denalty. In fact, req for plan ! to drasticatly
Increasza density are akready fned up right behlad this project mdw
uum&:ﬂue that if this project is approved, they loo should receive
app 8

Pack gnd Library Services: The Dralt EIR acknowdedps that this project
would &dd hundrads of new residents in an aren that _siready_ falls very
far short of the city standerd in neighbvorhood parks end Horary

sarvices. Yet lhe Oraft EIR simply siates this "Is not & significant
impacl.” The Drafl EIR cannot ignore (e significant and unmiligable
knpact.

The Draft EIR seversly understalas 1he kmpact of the vory Jong shadows
(hase bulidings would casL it underatates the amount of daily truch
truffa that would occur during the 3-12 year ime frame of sucavalion
and consiruclion. it does nol adequately deacribe the roules lo be used
by cansiruction vehicles and doas not assess the nolse impacts of thess
vehicles,

The Draft EIR describes an Alernaiive |0 the project with two 18 story
and two 21 story lowars inal would reduce meny of ths nagalive impacta,
Including iraffic. I glves no resson wiry this project was not nhuun
svan (hough & is snvironmentelly superior.

41.1 The commenter’s opposition to the project is acknowledged and it will
be forwarded to the City Council as part of the Final EIR.

41.2 Please refer to responses to comiments 10.1 through 10.8.
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From: <pargmomDjustice.com>

To: <DSDEASEhsandledo.pov>

Data: Wad, Sap 27, 2008 T:1T AM

Bubject: Projsct No. 856SCH No. 2003001108

Comments on the Draft EiR for Monle Verde

Visusl Effects and Nelghborbood Cheracter;

Tha Draft £!R finds that thera ars saricus uamitigable
Impacts of this profect on Visual Effects and
Neuighborhood C. . However, it Y
undarsisioy thess Impacts, glosses them over, of denles
them. Thasa four buldings ars absurdly out of

characier with the community and the community phan.
Thay would tower over everything else. They would
permlit denaltas that Tar excead what is slowed It the
communfty ptan: 188 dwelling unils per acrs compared o
tha currently aflowable 45-75 uniVacre. The EIR must
Tully and clearly dascribe the yevers Impacts of thess .
changas, R

Gtowth Inducement: The Drafl EIR fails to acknowledge
thet thia praject will lead lo & cascads of changes In
the character of our community. Once this project
raceivea community plan emsndmants lo aflow theas
drastically new haights and levels of densily, olher
developars are surs to argus thay, 190, should racshe
pian emandmants to increase thelr height and denally.
In fact, raquasls for plan amendments o drasticafly
Increasa dansity are already lined up right behind this
projeci and wiil aurely argue thal K this project ia
approved, they 100 should recelve approval.

Park and Library Services: Tha Drafl EIR acknowisdgs
thet this project would add hundrads of new reakisnls
in en area that already fats very far short of the

city standard In nelghborhood parks and fibrary
sarvicas, Yel tha Drafi EIR simply states this *la not

2 significenl impact.® The Draft EIR cannol gnors thia
significan! and unmiligable impact.

Tha Draft EIR sovorely understates the Impact of the

vary lory shadows Ihess bulldings would cast. it
understates the amouni of datty truck traffic that

would occur durtng 1he 5-12 yaar time frams of
axcavation and construciion. N does not adequatsly
describe he roules ta ba used by conatruction vehicles
and doss not sesess ihe noise impects of thase vehicles.

Ths Drafi EIR describas an Altlamaiive o the project
with two 18 story and two 21 slory towors that would
raduce many of the negative Impacta, ncluding Iraffle.
It gives no reason why thia project was nol chosen,
aven thoogh N ls ervironmaentaily suparlor.

Stephan W. Dasterhaft
3003 Fried Ave San {Hego, CA 02122

42.1

Please refer to responses 1o comments 10.1 through 10.8.
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Fram: "Drew Dougherty” <drew@lesdershipdng com>
Yo <DSDEASEsandiago gov>

Date! Wed, Sep 27, 2004 11:37 PM

Sub)ect: Project No. 858%SCH Neo. 2003091106

Wn-mullDr!;rDNM, | Bva in Lintversity Clty.

The Dralt EIR Mnds that them s ssrous unmlligable Impacts of this

project on Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character. However, R saversly
undersiates thess Impacts, gloases (ham over, or deniss hem. Theas four
bulldings are absurdly oul of characier with the community and the communtty
plan, They would lower over evarything eise, They would penmit densities

that fat exossd what kv alfiowed i the community olan: 164 dvalling units.

per sche compared to the curmently sllowable 45-75 unlVacre. The EIR must
tully and cleary describe tha savers impacts of thass changes.

Grevth Inducament: The Draft EIR fafs to acknowisdoe (hal thin projact wil
leed 1o @ cascade of changas In the charecter of our community. Once this
projec! recalvas community plan amendments o afow thase drasiicelly new
heights and levels of denaity, cther developers are sure fo rrgue they, too,
should recelve plen amendments to increase thak height and dansity. In
fact, req for plan. o s lo d My increasa density ara
alrendy linsd up right behind this project and will surely argue thal If

1his project s approvad, they loo should recalve spproval,

Park and Library Ssrvices: The Drafl EIR acknowiedgs thet this project would
add bundreds of new residents i &n area thel aeady falls very far ahont

of the city siemkiard in neighborhood porky and brary sarvices. et the

Drafl EIR simply statss this "3 not & significant impact® The Dreft EIR
cannol ignore thia significant and unmiligable impact.

The Liraft EIR weveraly undarstates the impact of the very long shuadows these
bulidings weould cast. It undecatatas the amoeunt of dally truck traffic that

wourld ocour during the 5-12 year ime frame of excavation and consiruction.

It dows not ndequstety describs the routes to be used by construction
vehicies and doss nol gasesy Ihe nolss impacts of thesa vehiclas,

The Drafl EIR describes g Altemative lo tha projec with bwo 15 story snd
o 21 slory lowers thei would reduce many of 1he pegatlve Jmpscts,
including trafflo. Il ghves no reason why this project was not chowan, even
though It |s environmsnisiy suparior,

" Drew Doughery
LeadershipDNA
(856) 457-3415

www laadershipdna. com

1

43.1

Please refer to responses to conuncents 10.1 through 10.8.
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

From; “Faye Duggan” <fdugan@earthlink.nal>

To: “5an Diega Clty Council” <DSDEAS@sandiage.gov>
Dsts: Tue, Sap 28, 2008 206 PM

Subject; Project No. 858%SCH No. 2003091106

San Diega City Councll:

140 nol sse how tha City Councll can approve the Monte Varde project 8l Genestas and La'Jotla Village
Dr. Thauu bulcrlngu do nol fil with the character of our community and will adversely aflact the trafflc and
of tha nah

hborhood. The rasidents of 1N arsa do pal wani iour glant buldings lewsring over
evarything Int the arsa and b!oddng sunshine ang casting shadows lor most of the deyhighl hours. This
devslopment goss againat the intentions of the Community Plan In every respect, The tmpact of the
Croasroads apariment developman (though not yel completed) has negatively Impacted residents in the
area - ard [snt this the sams developer as Monte Varde? It really makes me quastion why the City
Councll goes againsi the wishes of the volors/resigents and continues to maks cholces thet benefit
dovelopers, bul net the eftizens of San Disgo.

Charlie Fays Duggan
5562 Ranaissance Ave. #3
San Diege, CA 92122
868/540-8170

44.1

442

44.3

444

Please refer to response to comment 10.1. As discussed in Sections 5.2
and 5.3, the DEIR has acknowledged significant impacts to traflic and
circulation and neighborhood character.

Please refer to response to comment 10.5.

As discussed in Section 5.1, the DEIR has acknowledged potential
impacts to land use, including consistency with the Community Plan,

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.

RTC-108



mailto:DSDEAS@iandiBoo.gov

45.1
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

From: "Jon Elsen* <]onhehan@vlhoo com>
To: «<dsdeas

Date; Tus, Sap 26, 2008 8 33 PM

Bubject: Project Ny, 658%SCH No. 2003091106

Comments on the Drafl EIR for Monte Verde

Whila the following tnfo | sgres with, bastcally | am againel mata daosly in an arsa that simedy hag too
many muli-famiy mldnmuanddannlty 1I's just more crowding on ths local achoois and mors traffic
wnd palhdion,

Visual Effacts and Nelghborhood Character:

The Draft EIR fiwda that there ars setious unmitigable impacta of i praject on Visral Effects and
Neighborhood Character, However, I ssvaraly undarstates (hese kmpacis, gioases tham aver, or denles
them. These four bulidings are absurdly out of character with the community and the community pan.
They would [ower over everything elas. They would permi densities het for excesd what ks aliowsd In the
community plah: 168 dwelling units per scre comparsd (o (he ctirently allowabie 45-75 unfi/ecre, The EIR
muat fudly and ceerly describe the ssvere impacts of these changes.

Grewth Inducement: The Crafl EIR fals to acknowledge that ihis projec will lead to a cascads of changss
In the charscter of our communily, Opcs this project recelves community plan emendmants 1o sliow thess
drestically new haights and levels of density, othar davalopers 8re sLre to angue they, ton, should recets
plan emendmenta to Increass their helght and density. in fact, requests for plan amendmants to drasticatly
increnss densily are aiready lhed up right behind Lhis peoject and will sursty argue that II' this project ks
approved, they foo should receive approvel.

Park and Library Services: The Draft EIR acknowledpe thal this project would edd hundreds of hew
raxidents In wh area thal mrepdy fatts vary far short of the city standard In neighborhood parks and lbrary
services. Yet the Draft EIR simply states this “is not & significant impact” The Oraft EIR cannot Iignore this
significard and unmiigable Impeact,

The Draft EIR seversty understates the tmpact of the very long shadowa these buldings would cast, Il
undamtatas the amount of dally fruck traffic thal would occur during the 5-12 year time frame of
excavation and construction, 1t doss nol adequatsly describe ihe routes to be used by consiruction
vohicies and does not assess tha nojse impacty of thess vehicles.

Tha Draft EIR describes an Altemative to Ihe project with two 18 story end two 21 story towers that would
reduce marty of (ha nsgallve impacls, nchuding tr:mc It ghves N rasson why this projsct was not choen,
even though It is enwvironmentally superlor.

" Sincersty,

JOUN EISEN
3275 Wheimar Pt
San Diogo, CA 92122

45.1

45.2

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. Regarding the
density of the project in relation to the Community Plan, please refer to
responses to comments 10.2 and 10.3.

Picase refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8.
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RESPONSES

From: =psgengelflaan.m.com>

Ta: <DSDEAS aandiego.gov>

Date: Wad, Sep 27, 2006 4:40 PM

Subject: Project No 8583 f SCH No 2003081100

Septembar 27, 2008

E. Shearer

Environmeantal Planner
City of San Disgo

1222 First Avenue, M5 501
San Dlego. CA $2101

Subject; Project No 85B3/SCH No 2003081106
Comment on the DEIR for Monta Yards Project in Univetalty Clty

I ballsva *Growth Ipducement” Is a sarors potentlal impact that desarvas betiat dlscussion than i offerad
in this DEIR. That Unlversity Clty is “nearty complatey buitt oul” doss not make Insignificant the policy
question of how amending owe Communtty Plan to allow incressed derity wil iInduce stmer actions within
our aren, Which projacts In Unlveratty Clty are rematning thet would simtery gain from simllar Ptan
amendmenta? What happens In older paighborhoods whan radavelopment projects propose Plan
amendments for incroased denalty?

Thal a shortage of housing Induces pressura 10 ncraass housing throughout the San Diego reglon Is aiso
Irelevant. What |a ralevant to public ofiicials’ decision-making is fafr distribution of tha City-wide prossurs
to Increnas housing. Tha Linlveraity Cormmunily Pian already provides for ours to be an area of high
denalty. I3 it conslatenl wilh what's hagpening in other communities that It now lake on mom? How
comman i San Diege hlstovy (8 Swe amendicg of our Community Fians for the purposs of Incraasing m
nelghborhood's denalty? I8 this a routing reason fof revE in the "dynamkc” p of San Diego
planninrg?

Conaider that we in Univarsity Clty just 9w in tha Counclls discusslon ad the Ragents Road bridge
profect that they are not comfortable ar g aC ly Plan Just b ity residents have
come o vatue remaining parklend more than they do eompiallon of & nalghborhood arterial. ' glarng In
{his conlext to be cavallar abou! anather legltfmate community concerm — that amending & Plan for the
purposes of increassd deasily ks &n ind 1o further L growth.

Margaret Engel
4451 Hugglns St
San Dlego 82122

46.1

46.2

46.3

Pleasc refer to response to cormnent 10.3.

This EIR contains an analysis of the project’s potential physical impacts
on the environment. The commenter’s questions are nol within the scope
of this analysis. However, they will be forwarded to the City Council as
part of the Final EIR.

As discussed in response to comment 10.3, the project is consistent

with overall density limits set forth in the Specific Plan. At the time

the City prepared the DEIR for the project, the status of the Regents
Ridge proposal was uncertain. For this reason, the analysis considers
impacts of the project both with and without the bridge. The commenter
is correct that the Regents Ridge project is opposed by some members
of the community. As no issue regarding the adequacy of the DEIR is
identified, no specific respense can be made.
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471

47.2

- 47.3 |

1]

From: "Pear Evans" <ymafhaimlsan.ir.com>
Te: <DSDEASGsandlego.gov>

Date: Tus, Sep 26, 2008 8:52PM

Subject: Profsct No. 8563SCH No. 2003091108
Graslings:

Thase are my commaents for the Drafl EIR for Monts Varde.

Piease do not discard \he community pian, which allows 45-75 unlt
acra. The 4 glani high riae towsra proposed for development at
Generes and La Jo¥a Villsge Drive aftows 188 dwelltng unis per
acre, Hat only wil the impect of raffc and othar problsms be

ptabie, other o pers wil d thalr right to bulld
simllar projscts. The Draf EIR cannat ignore thia significent and
unmiligabla impaect on the communtty. | lind 1 difficult lo
understand why such housing would be alowad when thers Is atraady 4
glut of condo unite saturaiing the markel.

Why was ha Draft EIR's Allsmative of two 18-story 2nd bwo 21-atory
lowers ot chiosenT They are environmentally prefarabls,

Raspectiully,

Allce Fearl Evany

4235 Perte de Palmas #182
San Diego, CA 52122

smaliheim@san.rt com

47.1

47.2

47.3

Please refer to response to comments 10.2 and 10.3.

Comment noted. The market for condominiums or other residential
units fluctuates over time. At present, the region is experiencing a
soller market ot condominiums available [or sale than in recent years.
By historical standards, prices for condominiums remain high. Itis
impossible to predict with certainty the future market for condominiums
or other residential units, It is clear, however, that over the long term,
there is significant demand for residential units in the region generally,

. and in the University City arca in particular. The EIR focuses on the

environmental impacts of the project using the Development Services
Department’s standard thresholds and does not take a position [or or
against the project..

Please refer to response to comment 10.8.
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48.1

.48.2
48.3

48.4 [

1

From: «<JohnLweEvans @ool.com>
To: <DSDEASsandisgo.pov>
Dete: Tue, Sep 28, 2008 9:26 PM
Subject: Project 8583/SCH No. 2003091108

Froposal for 35 and 40 slory iowars ot Geneeses and La Jofls Vilage DCrive:

Visual sffects and neighborhood characier:

This proposs! would redically end negatively effact the charactsr of 1ha
nalghborhoad. They would iowsr above s of the ather bulidings that ars mostly
consistent with eech other. They will cast long shadowa over the bleck. .
Furthermore, this exception could invile sven more excapllors.

The negative environmental effects ara not adequately addressed In the EIR.

John Les Evana

6371 Bragg St

San Dlego, CA 82122
858-453-4921

48.1

48.2

48.3

48.4

Please refer to response to comment 10.1.
Please refer to response to comment 10.5.
Please refer to response (o comment 10.3.

This comment is noled.
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From: "JAMES FINCH" <|_finchi@sbeglobal nat>
To: <DSDEAS fieandiego.gov>

Date: Wed, Sep 27, 2000 10:32 AM

Subject: Profsct No. 868%SCH No. 2003084108

Comments on (ha Draft EIR for Monte Verds

Visual Effects and Nalghborhood Charmcter: '

The Drafl EIR findw Ihat there are serous unmiligabie impects of this project on Visual Efects and
Neighbarhood Characler. However, || asveraly understaies thesa Impacis, giosses Lham over, or denles
tham. Thees four bulidings are absurdly out of character with the community and (he community plan.
Thary wousd towst over everything alse. They would pormilt denslties thai far excesd what Is eliowed In tha
community plar; 188 dweting unis per scre comperad to the currently sflowable 45-75 unlt/acre. The EIR
musl fully and clearly describe the severe impacts of thesa changes.

Growth inducement: Tha Draft EIR faty Lo acknowledgs that this project will lead lo a cascade of changes
in the charecter of our community. Ones this project recelves communty plan amendments o alow thass
drasticelly new haights and levals of density, other devalopers zre sure lo argue they, loo ihouh'l recelve
plan amentmaents to incraans thelr height and danalty, in fecl, req or plan s to drasticalty
increase density are already ined up righ! behind this project mnd wil nrdylwo thal ¥ this projoct i
approved, they too should recelve approval.

Park and Library Sarvices: Tha Drafl EIR scknowledpe thst this projec] would add hundrads of new
rosidents kn an area that efready falls very faf shorl of the city standard In neightorfrood parks and library
servicas. Yal tha Draft EIR slmply states lhis 4€osis not a significant impect.A¢ The Draft EIR cannot
ignore thie sigaificant and unmlitigsble mpact.

The Draft EIR severely understates the impact of the very long shadows thass bulldings would cast. it
undemtatas the amount of dally treck treffi that woutd occur during the 6-12 year tma frame of
axcavallon end construction. It does nol adegustely describe the routes to ba used by construction
vehicles Brdd doas not assess the nolse impacts of these vahicles.

The Dxafl EIR deacribes an Atermnative to (he project with two 18 story and two 21 story lowers that would
reduce mary of the negativa impacts, including trafc. 1L ghves no reason why 1hE Project was nol chosen,
evan though N s arvironmentally supsrior,

Jamas D. Finch

7874 Camino Glorta
San Diega, CA 02122

ce: *Cheatl DeVile” <cheri5028¢ sbogiobal nat>, *Janly Cruz” <cruzcentral@@man,com>,
al nel>

. “Dalna Herin® <daina_hertin@intuit.com>, *James Finch® <f_finch@isbogiob

49.1

Please refer to responses to comiments 10.1 through 10.8.
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From: “Fishar, Lesley” <FisherLChargers.ifl.com>
Tor <DSUEAS @eandlego.gov>
Pets; Wed, Sep 27, 2000 8:28 AM

Suh|wsct: Priject Mo, 858635CH No. 2002091108
Comments on the Dra®t EIR for Monte Yerda

Visual Effects and Neighborheod Character:

The Drafl EiR finds thet there are serious unmiigabie impacta of this
project on Visusl Effects aret Melghbothood Cheracter, Howaver, it
severaly undesststes thess impacts, glosees them aver, or denles tham,
These four bulidings are absurdly out of characiar with the community
and the community plan. They would tower over sverything elss. They
would parmit densilies that far exceed what la abowed In the community
plan: 188 dwablng urits per acre compared 1o the cutrently alowable
48-75 undifacre. The EIR mus! fully and clearty describe the sevecs
Impacls of these changes.

Growth Inducement: The Draft EIR fais to acknowiedgs thal ihis project
wil laad to & cascade of changes In Lhe character of our community.

" Once |his profsct recetvss communilty plan amandments 1o aflow these

drasiically new heights end tevels of density, other developers are sure
to argus they, 1og, should recetvs plan amendmants to Increass thelr
halght and denalty. In fact, requasis for plan amendmants to drastically
Increass density ara aiready linad up right behind Ihis project and will
surely argua that If inls project Is approved. they too ahould racatve -
approval,

Park end Library Services: Tha Draft EIR acknowiadgs that this project

would add hundrads of new rasidents in &n srea that aiready falls very

tar short of the city standard In n [

services. Yol the Draft EIR simply states this T3 not a signiiicant

Lr:pact.' The Drift £1R cannol ignore this skgnificant and unmiligebis
pacl

The Draft EIR severaly undarstates the impact of ths very fong shadows

thase buBdings would cast. It undersisies the emouni of dafly truck

trafflc that would ocour during the 6-12 year fime frame of sxcavalion

and conatruction. it doas not adequataly describe the routes to be usad

mc:imwubn vehicles and doea not astess Ihe nolse kmpacts of these
o,

The Drafl EIR describes an Allernative to ths project with two 18 atory
and two 21 alory fowarn that wauld reduce many of the negaltve Impacis,
Inciuding traffio. 1 phees no reasomn why Ihis projec! was nol chosen,
sven though k Is smvironmentally supsrior,

Leslay Fishar
5363 Bolhe Avenus

50.1

Pleasc refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8.
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From: “Ron Floyd™ <radfleyd@yahoo.com>
To: <DSDEASRsndlego gov>
Dats: Wad, Sep 27, 2006 12:01 PM
Sublect: Projeet No. 8S0/BCH No, 2003001100
Commanis or the Drafi EIR for Monle Verde L
Violstion of Arspate Coridor jt.l The applicant submitted a Form 7460-1 to the FAA f.or each bUI|1dlng
51.1 [ Pcementof the towsrs nto the stematve figh in ordelr to receive FAA ap[?roval for the bu]ldmg.helghls. The Iuﬂ(\jA
W.L“:Q’&’Z:’ﬁ;?:..““;:ﬁ;f&f’;:’&:ﬂ':“ determined the structures (Jld no} cx_cccq obstn!cluon St.andz_irds an ;
512 | ledirament oy e o adequsts amsrgency would not be a hazard to air navigation if conditions cited in the findings
" L. tris b ot adcrensed. were met. The applicant intends to comply with the conditions of l]}c
Traflle FAA findings. As discussed in Letter #1, the project is:, cwnsis\c!‘-\. with
[ The draft EIR complalely understates end dacaftfully the MCAS Mirat'nar AICUZ guidellnf:s p.rowdcd the FAA conditions are
51.3 L e o e T o o met. T_he potential for_crzfsh hazards is dlsgussed on page §5.1-28 and
sy et e Pocg 1t determined 1o not be significant.
51.4 101 hgh fonts I the area and e oo of . it Sections 15126.2(a
: students desiring 1o bs proximate te the Univecslty, 51.2 As stated on DEIR page 5.4.-8_. ‘in ﬂc'cordancc with Sectmns: . }
i loar por beonrm, T o et o and 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines, impacts related to public services
Garty. S ot oot o 1. T are evaluated in light of whether the impact would result in a physical
L cument plan doss not akow for lisls. h ! - - h N ! .
y change in the environment.” While they are important issues in the City
e ot e oo Gr vt of San Diego, emergency access and response times are not physical
- L“;m“mﬁﬂmm“ﬁuﬁimﬂm e changes in the environment, therefore, emergency services are not
m:m&.??’kﬁ:‘:;.”;';:!:'. ::-.:::::3 or analyzed in Section 5.4,
dontes them. These four bulidings ane absurdly out of .
%wm‘m“":x:wmﬂ E":ﬁmumm 51.3 As discussed in Section 5.2, the DEIR has acknowledged sigaificant
51.5 m&iﬁﬁ%ﬁ:ﬁ%’uﬁ'&%’:mh impacts to traffic and circulation. Section 5.2 includes a description of
%T‘é‘?ﬁ.‘&l’?&ﬁ"i"m? "dye;r"&“::;lﬁmu:ﬁ::" current traffic conditions in the area. and anal)'vjes the' exlc‘nt t-n which
Kmpacis of these changes. project-related traffic would affect those conditions. Traffic from the
Growih Inducament: The Drat EIR fafls to acknowledge project was estimated using “trip gen'crati‘{:}l ral:s"’ la}nd aplild)::lglﬂ::'se .
m:‘g:‘;mmmggm:;mmmmh rates to the uses proposed for the project. The edﬂ‘l s ;‘cga ‘T I3 o
Tecahyen community pian smendmanis io siow thes irip generation rates were calvcu!atcd are pr‘csen\c m the trathc study,
SZ‘*“;?.“:’:'.‘E.’T o mmd m:?mwk:l:‘&m which is auach.ed as Appendix D to lh.e DEIR. These rates are b?sed 0:11
T e ity published studies and were obtained from the.Cny of .San Diego’s Lan
Incramus donsity are iresdy kned Up right bahind Development Code. This methedology to estimate mgs lgenerzilled t:ly a
proposed project is widely used and generally accepted throughout the
State. )
51.4 The commenter does not provide specific data supporting the statement
regarding the number of residents per bedroom or the number of cars per
. resident in the area. Please refer to responsc to comment 8.9,
51.5 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8.
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{hls projact and whl aurely argue that if this
projact iy approved, they oo shouid recelve spproval.

Park and Library Services: The Draft EIR acknowisdge
that this project woukd add hundrads of new residsnts
In an area that already falls very far short of the

clty standard by neighborhood parks and ety
services, Yet the Orafl EIR simply states 1his "is ot

a significant Impact.” The Drafl EIR cannat gnors

thia significand and unmitigable impact.

The Draft EiR sevarsly understates Iha knpact of the
very kong shadowa ihese bulldings would cast. It
understates the amount of dally ruck trafc that
would oeour during the 5-12 year time frame of
excavation and construction. It dees nol adequstely
describs the routes to ba used by consiruction
vehicias and doea not asaess ihs nolse tmpacts of
thersa vehicles.

The Draft EIR dascribes 2n Alternative to the project
with two 18 slory and wo 21 story towars that would
recucs meny of tha nagalive Impacts, ncluding
irufiic. { gives no reason why this project was nol
chasen, svan though |1 Is envirgnmentally superior.

The naed for low Income housing |s nadequately
Rddreased by the developer. To be allowed 1a buid at

all, the developer chould be radulred to devols at

eaat 60% of &l space (residential plus commerdial}

to low Income housing, i addition (o being recuirsd

{o pay for ali necessary infrastructure allevations -
and Improvemeanis for sl feast 10 years following
complstion of the project. .

Pleasa address thess concarns.

Ronatd A. Floyd
5640 Lord Cecdl Strest
San Diego, CA 92122

51.6

The proposed project is consistent with the City of San Dicgo’s
inclusionary housing policy. This policy requires the applicant to pay a
fec or provide alfordable units. As discuss in Scction 3.2.1, the applicant
would provide 80 affordable units within Subarea 2 of the Universily
Community Plan. The City ordinance does not require the applicant

to provide more affordable housing than the amounts specified in the
ordinance.
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From: “sdteurus” <sdiaurusdsan.m com>

To: <DSOEASQsandispo.gov>

Dats: Tus, Sep 20, 2000 10:54 PM -
Sublact: Praject No. 856%3CH Nao. 2003091108

Commaents on the Draf EIR for Monte Verde

Visual ENects and Nelghborhood Character:

‘The Draft EIR finds Lha there ers ssrious unmiigable impacis of this project on Visusi Effects and
Nolghborhood Character. However, R seversly undorsiates Ihass kmpacts, plosses them over, or denies
(ham. Thass four bulklings ers aheurdly out of charactar wih the community and iha community plan,
They would tower ovar avarything alse. They would parmit densttiss (hat {ar excesd what 1s allowed In the
community plan: 168 dweling units per scrs compared to the cumanily atigwable 45-75 uniVecre, The EIR
muss fully and clearly describe the severe impacts of theses changes.

Growth inducemesnt: The Drafl EifR {alis to scknowledge that this project will isad to a cascade of chanpes
In the chanacier of our community, Once thts project recalves community plian arnendmants to sllow thees
draslically new halghts and lavals of density, othar developers are sure to argue thay, oo, should recelve
pian amendemants to increasa thelr haight and density. in Inct, requests for plan dments lo drastioally
Incraane densily are aiready fined wmh!&dﬁlmhdandwﬂlmwm thet i this profect is
Spproved, they 100 should receive approvel,

Park and Library Sarvices: The Dreft EIR acknowiadgs that this projact would add hundreds of new
rasidants In an avea that already falls vary far ahart of the ity standzrd In nalphborhood parkas and Iibrary
senvices. Yet the Draft EIR simply states this "s not & significarnt lmpact.” The Draft EIR cannol ignors this
significant and urimiligable knpact

The Dralt iR seversly undarsiates the impeci of the very tong ehadows thess buidings would casl [t
windarstates the gmount of dally trirek raffic that wourk] occur durlng the 5-12 year e frame of
sxcevation and construction. | does not adequataly desibe the routes b be used by construction
vohicies und doss not &ssess the noise impacla of thess vehiclas.

Fhe Draft EIR describes an Allernative to the project with two 18 story snd two 21 atory towers that wottd
reduce many of the negative impacts, incuding traffic. It ghves no resson why this project was not chosen,
even though # is environmentalty supsrior. .

Along with ths negalive Visual Effects and Impact to Melghborhood Charecler, these projects wilf contirue
the traffic congestion on our neighborhood streets. The recent City Councll approval of the Regents Road
Bridgs or even the altermale Gnnaau whiening will not provide the relief 1o the pressnt congastion, aince
they do not add the bask: q g problem cranted by the fights and stop signs thad are required
within a community o provide socess 1o he major traffic arterias. The Regents Road bridgs will raquive
Nghts sl the side streels that only access Regents Road us well as 1he eppropriate traffic controt for the
Daoyle Elementary school. Thess ariiictsl soh 1o the neighbor raffic congestion caused by the
yrconirollad devéiopment in the Golden Trinngle area are only In the city pIan to aflow the developers to
continue (helr profil driven buliding. The only solution to the current traffic s to expand tha Interstate lanes
oft Intersiate § {that has the same numios mh\h&rmumlwnmu\mmmﬂ)
Intoratate BOS. The Mterstate system of Feffic Is designed 1o addrass ncoess and queulng
issues.

Plensa stop the continued overbuliding of this erez and respond to the actual umzum of lhis eornmurity

nstexd of manpulating Environments! Impact Reports Io tha benefk of developers.

Respoctiuly,
Lacry ard Gail Eorgey
3577 Walssly Ave.

San Diego, CA 82122

52.1

522

52.3

Please refer to responses (o comments 18.1 through 10.8.

As discussed in Section 5.2, the DEIR has acknowledged significant
impacts to traffic and circulation.

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.
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53.1
53.2

53.3

53.4 I::

53.5

From: *Jock Forman” <|ackiormangiedogiobal.net>

Ta: <DSDEAS fyzandlego,gov>

Dats: Wad, Sep 27, 2000 12:23 AM

Bubjsct: Opposs EIR Draft on MONTE VERDE RROJECT

Thera are many fiaws In the EIR Draf reganding the proposed high-rhae
rasidentisl towers project at tha comer of Genesse and La Jolta Vilags Dr.

(1) i groasly understatea the savers environmental Impact this kind of
bulding wouid have on tha character of tha UTC nelghborhood. The silowable
density standard proposed wil be mors then doubled If the high-rise projact

fs passed - and tin will lsad to further deveiopmant projects with the
Increased denalty maximuma,

{2) It willlead {0 Increased papulatlon density n the nelghtorhood and
will ihwrs sarously chengs the character of tha netghborhaed, The EIR doss
not address this lssue at all,

{3) It will 1ax the afreacy overussd infrastructurs of the neighborhood -
|8 mads, more treffle, putlla ransh, fiks and police suppor, public
parks, lbrarien, schools, ste. The EIR does not address thig esus
tiraclly,

{4) It will greally increase nolzs levals ky the muﬁmrlnod The EIR
doas not address this lsue in sny way.

As a reskdant of the neighborhood, | strongly appose the Morta Vards
Project. And, | find the EIR draft does not address impartant emdronmental
Issuas and concerns that wil be impacted greatly by the construction of
thesa high-rise towers.

Jack Formen

4185 Porte de Patmss
#195

San Diego, CA 92122
B58-556-1410

di ang@sbeglobal.net> jackfarmangshoglobalnet

53.1

53.2

533

53.4

53.5

Please refer to responses to comments 10.2 and 10.3,

Please refer to response to comment 10.2,

Congestion related to limited roadway capacity is discussed in Section
5.2. As discussed in response to comment 51.2, emergency access and
response {imes are not physical changes in the environment, therefore,
emergency services are not analyzed in Section 5.4. Section 5.4 does
analyze other public services. -

As discussed in Section 5.6.2, the additional traffic due to the project
would not increase noise on roadways by more than 3 dB(A), therefore
na significant impacts to surrounding neighbors would occur. The
project does not propose any uses that would cause noise from stationary
sources, therefore no impact would occur.

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. Please refer to
responscs to comments 53.1 through 53 4.
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

From: “Susar Foster” <mlasgfoster @yahoo.com>
Fo: <DSDEAS @eandiego.gov>

Date: ‘Wed, Sep 27, 2008 8:38 AM

Subject: B8563/SCH No. 2003081108

Planse, ploass raconsider the two glant iowers balng plarved for the comar of Genstes Ave srd La Jolls
Vitage Orive.  THIS IS INSANE!Il  We are a community of families and homes and ure already over
niressed with iraffic congestion, Wa have lived hars for 30 years and have ssen this swaest, ‘quist,
panceful communily. change into & very, very busy and congested business distric,

PLEASE DO NOT LET THIS HAPPEN TQ UNIVERSITY CITY,
Stove and Susan Foster

3100 Mercar Lans
San Dingo, CA 02122

Get your emall ang more, righl on the new Yahoo,com

54.1

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.
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Fram: "Susan Fosler” <misaqfoster@Qyahoo.com>
To: «DSDEASHwendlogo.gov>

Ciater Wed, Sep 27, 2008 8:32 AM

Subject: 8503/5CH No. 2003001108

Visuat Effects and Nalghborhood Characier: The Drafl EIR finds [hat thets ars serious unmitigable
Impacts of this projact on Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character. However, It severely understates
thase impacts, glosses them gver, or denles them. Thaze four buskiings are absurdty out of charecter with
the commumity and the sommunily plan. Thay would tower over svarything slsa, They would parmit
denstties that far axceed what ks afiowad in the community pian: 18R dwelling urils par ecra camparad to
the currently allowable 45-75 unit/ecrs, The EIR must fully and clearly deacribe (e ssvere impacts of
theas chengas.

Growth Inducernsnt: The Draft EIR fal’s to acknowledpe that this project witl iead 1o a cascade of changss
In the character of our community. Once this project recenes community plan amendmaents to etlow thase
drasiicalfly new heights and Isvels of density. alher developers are sure (o argus they, Ioo should rooehrq
plan amendments to Inoreass thelr height and denshty, in fact, requ! for plan & to drasth
Increnss danstty are irescy fined up right behind thix project wrd wil surely argue ihal i this project ks
appraved, they too should recetve approval.

Park and Libvary Ssrvices: Tha Dreft EIR acknowledpe that this project would add hundreds of new
ragicents in an area thal a'raady falls very far short of tha city standard In nelghborhood parkes and Kbrary
aervicas. Yet the Drafl EIR s'mply states this “is not 8 signifioant Impact.” The Drafl EIR cannot ignore this
aigrificant and unmiligable impact.

’

Tha Draft EIR snvaraly hndere|otes the impact of the vary long shadows (hase buldings waruld vasi, it
undersisles the arnount of dally truck iraffic that would occur during tha 5-12 yesr dme frame of
sxcavation and construction. It does not adaguately deacribe the routes to be used by comtruction
vehicles and does not sasess tha nolse Impects of theas vehiclas,

The Drafl EIR deacribes an Allamativs to the project wilh two 18 story and twa 21 story lowers (hat would
reduce many of lhe negative impacte, including trafli. It glvas no reason why this project was not chosen,
wvan though It s environmantally suparior,

Susan Foster
3180 Mercer Lane -
San (Hego, CA 82122

How low will we §o7 Check oul Yahoo! Messsnger's low PG-k-Phone call rstes.,

55.1 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8.
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From: "EDWARD FRIEDMAN" <afrladmangiman.com>
To: <DSDEASESANDIEGO,GOV>
Dete: Tue, Sep 28, 2006 5:33 PM

Viaual EHects and Nelghborhood Character:

The Craft £IR finds that there are serlous unmitigabls mpacts of this

profect on Visual Effacts and Nelghborhood Character, However, it ssversfy
undersiates thass impacts, gloases e ovar, of dsniss hem. These four
bulidings are absurdly out of charecier with the community and tha community
plan. They would fower ovar everylhing slsa, They would permit densities

that far exceed what ks allowed In the community plan: 168 dwelling units

per acre compared 1o the currently allowabie 45-75 unltfacrs. The EIR must
fully and clearly describe the severs impacts of thess changes. -

Growih inducement: Tha Draft EIR falis io acknowledga that this projecy wil
lerd to & cascads of Thanges In the character of our community. Onca this
project receivea community plan amandmants to afiow these drastically new
helghts and levels of density, other davelopars are surs lo argue they, too,
should recatve plan amsndments o ncrease thelr height and density, In
fact, raquents for plan dments to drasticaly | density are
alreadly Hined up right behind this project and will surely argus thal if

this project ls pproved, they oo should recelve approval.

Park and Library Services: The Drafl EIR acknowisdgs that this project would
add hundreds of new rasidents in an area thal alreecy fails very far shorl

of the clty standard in neiphborbood parke and Hbrary satvices, Yat lhe

Dreft EIR simply states this "Is not a significant impact.” The Draft EIR
cannat Ignore this significant and unmitigable mpect.

The Draft EIR ssverely understates the Impact of tha very forg shadows these
bulidings would cast. ' understates the amount of dally lruck iraffic lhat

would ocour during the 5-12 year time frama of sxcavation and construction.

it does nol rdaquatety deacribe the routes to bs used by construciion

vethicles and dons not assess lhe noise impacts of thess vehicles.

The Draft EIR deacribes an Altermnalive to the project with bwo 18 story and
two 21 story lowers hat would reduce many of the negative Impacts,
Including treffic. It glves no reason why this projec! was not chosan, even
though Rt s environmentally sugerior.

It In tima for the city councll to atop caving Inlo the developary demands
and for onca do what |a basl for the citlzens of San Dlego.

56.1 Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8.

56.2 The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.

RTC-121



57.1

. COMMENTS

RESPONSES

From: "Leah Fusntes” <marilangiri05@yahoo.com>
To: <DSDEAS@sandiega.gov>

Datw: Tun, Sep 26, 2008 5°AG PM

Subject: UTC TOWERS

Pleasa take intop socount the felicwingll

Commenta on the Draft £IR for Monte Verda

Visuat Effects and Nelghborhood Charecter:

The Draft EIR finds ihat there are serous unmitigable Impacts of thfs project on Visual Effscts and
Meighborhood Character. Howsver, i saversly underaiaias these Impacts, glosses them over, of danies
tham. Thesa four bulldings are absurdly out of cheracier with the community and tha community plan.
They would tower aver evarything else. Thay would permit densities that far excead what ia allowed in the
community plan: 188 dwelling units per acra cornpared lo the currantly allowabl# 46-75 unitfacre. The EiR
musl fully and clearly describa the eevers Impacia of these changes.

Growth Inducemant: Tha Oraft EIR falls ta scknowledga that this project will lesd to a cascade of changas
In the charecter of our community. Once this project recelves commurnity plan amendments 1o ellow these
draslically new helghts and levals of daneily, cther developera are surs to axgure They, too, should receive
plan amendments 1o Increase thair halght and density. In fact, requasts for plan emendments ta drastically
Increase dansity are alreacy ined up right betind (his praject and will surety argus thal If ¢hls project ls
approved, thay too should receive approval.

Park and Library Sarvices: The Draft EIR acknowladge that this project would add hundreds of new "
rasidents in an area thal aiready falls very far short of (he city standard in nelghborbood parks and library
services, sl the Draft EIR simply states this *ls not a significant impaci.” The Draft EIR cannot ignora this
significant and unmitigable Impact.

The Draft EIR sevarsly underatates iha knpact of the very long shadows thase bufidings would cast. It
undergtates the amaeun!, of dally trusk (raffis that welid occur durlng tha 5-12 yasr Uime frams of
axtavation and construction. it does not adequatety describe [he roules lo ba used by construction
vehicles and does not asaess the noiss impacts of thews vahicles.

The Draft EIR dascribes an Altermative 1o lhe project with two 18 etory and bwo 21 story towers that would
reduce many of the negetive impacts, including traffic. % gives no reason why this praject was not ¢hossn,
aven (hough it |8 envilgnmsntally superior. .

How low will wa go? Chack oul Yahoo! Messenger's low PC-1o-Phone cafl rates.

57.1

Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.8.
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From: "R Fuhrman" <rfuhrman2@yahoc.com>
To: <DSDEASEvandisgo.gov>

Dats! Wed, Sap 27, 2008 11:27 AM

Subject: Project No, 8583/5CH No. 2003091108

Project No, 656%SCH MNo. 2003091108

Comments on the Drafi EiR jor Monte Varda

Vizug Efiecls and Netghborhood Character:

The Drafl EIR finds thal (here ars serious. unmltlgahle Impacts of this
project on Visual Effects and Nelghborhood y
understates theas impacts, ploases them over, or dqnln them. Thm faur
bulldings are absurdly out of character with the community and the cammunity
plan. They would towsr over sverything alse. They would parmit deneilles

that far excesd what la aliowed in the communty plan: 168 dwsiling units

per acre compared {o ths currently sllowable 46-75 unit/acra, The EiR must
fuly and cisarly describe the severs impacts of thase changes,

Growth inducament:

The Drait EIR falls to ackntwledge that this project will lead to a cescade

of changea Ir: the character of our community. Once this project recetves
community plan amendmeants to sliow (hese drasticelly new halghts and lavels
of denslty, other davelopers ars sure 10 argue they, too, should recetve

pian amendmants to increass their halght and density. In fact, reguests for
plan amandmants to drasticatly increase dsnsily are already ined ug right
behind this project and will surely angua thal i this preject s approved,

thay oo should receive appraval.

Park and Library Services:

The Draft EIR acknowledgs that this project weukd add hucdrads of new
ragldents In an erea lhat slready fals very far short of the clty standard

In neighborhood parks snd fibrary asrvices. Yel the Draft EIR simply stales
this "Is not & sigrificant Impact.” The Drafl EIR ¢annot ignore this
significant and unmiiigable Impact.

58.1

Please refer to responses to comments 10.1 through 10.3.
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The Craft IR saversly undaratetes the Impact of ihe very long shadows thags
bukidings would cast. Tt understates the amount of daly buck Vaffic that

would ooeur during the 5-12 year ime frame of sxcavallon and construction,
It dosa not adequately describa the roules 1o be used by consiruction

vehicies and doas not asseas the nolse impacls of thess vehides,

The Drafi EIR describes an Alternative to the project with two 18 story and
twa 21 story towars that would reduce many of the negalive kmpects,
inciuding trafflc. i gives no reason why this projact was nat chosan, sven
though it Is snvironmentstty suparior.

Hook forward to receiving your comiments and respanssa on thess various
poinls,

Thank you,

' Randy Fuhrman

2645 Gobal Ave

San Diego, CA, 92122

CC: <rfubrman2@yahon.com>
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